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TO EXPAND THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF LABOR 





FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1952 


Unirep Srates Senate, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The Subcommittee on Reorganization met at 2 p. m., pursuant to 
call, in room 357, Senate Office Building, Hon. Herbert R. O’Conor 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators O’Conor, Mrs. Smith (Maine), and Dworshak. 

Also present from the full committee staff: Walter L. Reynolds, 
chief clerk; Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk; and Eli E: Noble- 
man, professional staff member. 

Senator O’Conor. The hearing will please come to order. 

In order to bring into focus just what the issues are, 1 have a brief 
statement here, which I should like to read. 

On January 16, 1952, the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments, in executive session, referred to the Subcommit 
tee on Reorganization for appropriate consideration, with a view to 
recommending full committee action, seven bills relating to reorgani- 
zation of the executive branch of the Government, based on Hoover 
Commission recommendations. This afternoon the subcommittee 
has under consideration a bill, S. 1142, to expand the activities of the 
Department of Labor in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Gov 
ernment. 

At a meeting on January 23, 1952, the subcommittee agreed that 
the subject bill is of sufficient public interest to warrant hearings. The 
hearing today has been scheduled to afford an opportunity to those 
Government agencies affected by the provisions of the bill, as well 
as others who may be interested, to submit their views and recom- 
mendations. 

S. 1142 contains three major provisions: 

Section 1 would transfer the Selective Service System, its records, 
property, personnel, etc., to the Department of Labor, and direct the 
Director of Selective Service to perform his functions under the di- 
rection of the Secretary of Labor. 

Section 2 would transfer all functions of the Federal Maritime 
soard, relating to the determination of minimum wages on pri- 
vately operated vessels, to the Secretary of Labor. with authority 
in him to delegate these functions to any officer, agency, or employee 
of the Department. 
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Section 3 would direct the Secretary of Labor and the Federal 
Security Administrator to make a detailed study of industrial 
hygiene functions of the Government so as to work out a logical divi- 
sion of functions among the agencies in the Department of Labor 
and the Public Health Service, and report resulting recommenda- 
tions to the Congress. 

S. 1142 was prepared by the Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report and introduced in the Senate, by request. It is designed to 
implement those recommendations of the Hoover Commission which 
are contained in its reports on the Department of Labor and on 
general management, and which have not yet been enacted into law. 

In its report on the Department of Labor, the Commission found 
that— 


The Department of Labor has been steadily detiuded of functions at one time 
established within it. * * * The Department has lost much of its signifi- 
cance. It should be given more essential work if it is to maintain a significance 
comparable to the other great executive departments, * * * and should have 
restored to it the many agencies we have here recommended. 

In its report on general management, the Commission found that 
(1) there were too many separate agencies reporting directly to the 
President, several of which are not combined in accordance with their 
major purposes; and (2) in order to give a coherent mission to each 
department, these agencies must be grouped into departments, as 
nearly as possible, by major purposes. 

Based upon these findings, the Commission made the recommenda- 
tions which are embodied in the bill now under consideration. Other 
recommendations of the Commission incorporated in the above-men- 
tioned reports have already been approved by Congress, or effectuated 
by administrative action. 

The issues here involved are clear-cut. The Government agencies 
which would be affected by this bill have already furnished the com- 
mittee with their views in detail. The subcommittee requests, there 
fore, that witnesses limit their statements to a brief review of previous 
comments, and restrict their direct testimony to the issues. The sub- 
committee will, of course, be glad to have all witnesses submit, for the 
record, complete and detailed statements in lieu of oral testimony. In 
this way, the subcommittee hopes to expedite consideration of the bill. 

Without objection, I should like to insert in the record, at this time, 
a copy of S. 1142, together with copies of staff analyses of provisions 
of the bill and a summary of the comments of Government agencies 
concerned. 

(The bill, S. 1142, together with staff analyses, are as follows :) 


[S. 1142, S2d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To expand the activities of the Department of Labor in accordance with recom 
mendations of the’ Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Selective Service Svstem, together 
with its records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances of appropriations, 
allocations, and other funds available or to be made available, are transferred 
to the Department of Labor. Upon such transfer, the Director of Selective 
Service shall perform his functions under the direction of the Secretary of Labor 

Sec, 2. (a) There are hereby transferred to the Secretary of Labor all func 
tions of the Federal Maritime Board relating to the determination of minimum 
wages on privately operated vessels 
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(b) The Secretary of Labor may from time to time make such provisions as 
he may deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, or by 
any agency or employee, of the Department of Labor, of any function transferred 
to such Secretary by the provisions of this section. 

(c) There are hereby transferred to the Department of Labor, to be used, 
employed, and expended in connection with the functions transferred by the 
provisions of this section, the records and property now being used or held in 
connection with such functions, and the unexpended balances of appropriations, 
allocations, and other funds available or to be made available for use in connec- 
tion with such functions. Such further measures and dispositions as the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine to be necessary in order to effectuate 
the transfers provided for in this section shall be carried out in such manner 
as the Director shail direct and by such agencies as he shall designate. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security Administrator are 
directed jointly to make a detailed study of industrial hygiene functions of the 
Government with a view to working out a logical division of functions among 
agencies in the Department of Labor and the Public Health Service. Such 
recommendations as may result from the study shall be submitted to the Congress. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


APRIL 6, 1951 
Staff Memorandum No, 82-1-16 
Subject: S. 1142 (O’Conor et al.). Expanding the activities of the Department 
of Labor. 

This bill, submitted by the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report. is 
designed to effectuate those recommendations of the Hoover Commission, rela- 
tive to the activities of the Department of Labor, which require legislative action, 
or for which no reorganization plans have heen submitted. 

Of the eight recommendations made by the Hoover Commission in its report 
on the Department of Labor, S. 1142 would effectuate three, as shown in the 
following analysis: 

Section 1.—Transfers the’ Selective Service System, together with its records, 
property, personnel, and unexpended balances of appropriations, to the Depart 
ment of Labor, and directs the Director of Selective Service to perform his fune- 
tions under the direction of the Secretary of Labor Recommendation No. 4). 

Section 2 (a).—Transfers to the Secretary of Labor all functions of the 
Federal Maritime Board relating to the determination of minimum wages on 
privately owned vessels: (>) authorizes the Secretary of Labor to delegate these 
functions to any other officer, agency, or employee of the Department: and (¢) 
transfers to the Department of Labor all records, property, and wnexpended 
balances of appropriations now being used for these functions and requires that 
they continue to be used in connection with such functions: the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget is directed to determine what further measures are neces- 
sary to effectuate the transfers provided for in this section and directs further 
that they be carried out as he directs and by such agencies as he designates 
(recommendations No. 5). 

Section 3—Directs the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security Admin- 
istrator jointly to make a detailed study of industrial-hygiene functions of the 
Government so as to work out a logical division of functions among agencies in 
the Department of Health and the Public Health Service and to report resulting 
recommendations to the Congress (recommendation No. 8) 


RELATION OF S. 1142 TO HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE DEPARTMENT 
OF LABOR 


The Hoover Commission made eight recommendations relative to the Depart- 
ment of Labor. The enactment of S. 1142 would effectuate three of these—recom 
mendations Nos. 4, 5, and 8. 

Recommendation No. 1, that officials of secretarial rank be appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate and that all officials below the rank of 
Assistant Secretary be appointed by the Secretary, has not been acted upon. 
However, the position of the Secretary of Labor has been strengthened con- 
siderably with respect to administration and management by plan No. 6 of 1950, 
effective May 24, 1950, which gave effect to recommendations Nos. 14, 16, 18, 19, 
and 20 of the Report of the Hoover Commission on General Management. 
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Recommendation No. 2, transferring the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation 
and the Employees’ Compensation Appeals Board from the Federal Security 
Agency to the Department of Labor, was effectuated by Reorganization Plan 
No. 19 of 1950, effective May 24, 1950. 

Recommendations Nos. 3 and 6, transferring the Bureau of Employment Secu- 
rity from the Federal Security Agency to the Department of Labor and merging 
the functions of the Veterans’ Employment Service with the employment service 
of the Bureau of Employment Security, were effectuated by Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1949, effective August 20, 1949. 

tecommendation No. 7, that the Bureau of the Budget should focus responsi- 
bility in the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the collection of wholesale price, 
cost-of-living, employment wage, payrolls, and productivity data was authorized 


under section 108 of the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950 (Public 
Law 784, 8ist Cong.). 


CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES RAISED BY 8. 1142 


The only section of this bill which is likely to create a real controversy is 
section 1, which provides for the transfer of the Selective Service System to the 
Department of Labor. 

The Hoover Commission, in making this recommendation, appeared to base its 
reasoning upon fundamental principles contained in its report on general man- 
agement: (1) That there are too many separate agencies reporting directly to 
the President, several of which are not combined in accordance with their major 
purposes; and (2) that in order to give a coherent mission to each department, 
these agencies must be grouped into departments as nearly as possible by major 
purposes. Based upon these premises, the Commission concluded that (a) since 
the President is unable to give this independent agency, reporting to him, the 
over-all supervision required; (0b) since the Selective Service System functions 
essentially for the purpose of mobilizing the manpower of the country for mili- 
tary service, and the effect of conscription on the labor force must be continually 
examined by the Department of Labor; and (c) it should not be placed under 
the Department of Defense because its operation must be objective and not 
biased in favor of the military, but should be placed under the Secretary of 
Labor. 

Vice Chairman Acheson dissented on the ground that the agency charged with 
the responsibility for the administration of selective-service legislation must 
reconcile varied and often competing demands for the limited manpower of the 
Nation and that an independent agency was most likely to possess the detach- 
ment necessary to assure balanced administration. Commissioners Forrestal 
and Manasco joined in a separate dissent, based upon similar grounds. They 
stated aflirmatively, however, that it would be a mistake to place the Selective 
Service System within any Government agency which is charged by law with 
the representation of a particular interest or segment of the population. They 
concluded that the Selective Service System should remain an independent agency 
under civilian control, 

In a 10-page analysis of the Commission’s recommendation and discussion, 
submitted to this committee on July 18, 1949, the Director of the Selective 
Service System vigorously opposed its transfer to the Department of Labor, 
based, in part, upon the reasons set forth by the dissenting Commissioners. In 
addition, he pointed out that, in his opinion, such action appears to violate one 
of the fundamental principles of the Hoover Commission—that independent 
agencies be grouped within departments according to major purposes. He 
stressed the fact that “a direct and uncompromising conflict” exists between 
the obligation of the Department of Labor “to foster, promote, and develop the 
welfare of the wage earners of the United States * * * and to advance their 
opportunities for profitable employment,” and the duty of the Selective Service 
System “to insure that the obligations and privileges of serving in the Armed 
Forces and the Reserve components thereof should be shared generally. in 
accordance with a system of selection which is fair and just.” 

In support of his position relative to the continued independence of the Selective 
Service System, the Director pointed out, “The Selective Service System * * * 
had the responsibility of dividing manpower among many users. It was this 
fact which was * * * responsible for the plans which were made between 
World War I and World War II which removed the * * * System from the 
War Departinent and established it as an independent agency directly under 
the President. It was felt that in no other way could it retain the independence 
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of judgment and objectivity of viewpoint so necessary to an agency responsible 
continually for the making of decisions each one of which affects not only the 
quantity but the quality of the manpower provided for the several users of man- 
power * * *.” He concluded that he could not “understand by what logic 
the Commission could use bias as a reason for not recommending a transfer to 
the National Military Establishment and completely ignore the fact that the 
Department of Labor is biuased by the terms of the act creating it.” 

The Director noted further that during World War II, by Executive order, 
the Selective Service System, in 1942, was placed under the War Manpower 
Commission, which, although not a user of manpower, Was principally interested 
is production and thus was an advocate of deferment. Pointing out that in 


1948, after 1 year, “this experience * * * caused the Congress to restore the 
Selective Service System * * * to its independent status, and provide by 


law that this status could not again be lost by Executive order.” This was done 
he stated, “to restore this detached viewpoint and independence of action * * *, 

The Secretary of Labor agreed with the recommendations of the Hoover Com 
mission for the reasons given in the Commission’s report. In addition, he 
pointed out that" * * * the experience of the United States during World 
War II, when there was much Jess demand for manpower than can be expected 
in any future emergency. indicated the desirability of having in one civilian 
department all agencies responsible for the manpower supply and allocation. 
The Department of Labor is clearly the Cabinet Department in which these 
functions belong * ‘and “* © * is the one Government agency which 
has the direct and extensive contacts with the entire work force of the Nation 
und knows intimately the problems of the use of manpower.’ The Secretary 
made no mention of the need for objectivity, stressed by the dissenting Commis- 
sioners, or to the conflicting interests stressed by the Director of the Selective 
Service System. 

It should be noted that there may possibly be some controversy with respect 
to section 2 of S. 1142 which would transfer to the Secretary of Labor all fune 
tions of the Federal Maritime Board relating to the determination of minimum 
wages on privately operated vessels. In 1949, the now defunct Maritime Com- 
mission, in commenting upon the Heover Commission’s recommendation to that 
effect, pointed out that the determination of such wages is made only with 
respect to vessels receiving operational subsidies which the Maritime Commis- 
sion grants, and that the Hoover Commission's task-force report on regulatory 
commissions recommended that the Maritime Commission retain this function. 
There is, as yet, no indication with respect to the position of the Secretary of 
Commerce, under whom the Federal Maritime Board is presently operating, 
with respect to this matter. 


CONCLUSION 


The fundamental issue raised by this bill appears to relate to the transfer 
of the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. In view of the 
fact that the Director of the Selective Service System has set forth a position 
in oppesition to this section, and the Secretary of Labor favors such action, it 
would appear that hearings with respect to that section of the bill will be 
necessary before the committee reaches a decision thereon. 

Lt BE. NopLEMAN, 
Professional Staff Member. 
Approved: 
WaALtTerR L. REYNOLDS, 
Staff Director. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


JUNE 15, 1951. 
Staff Memorandum No. 82-143 (supplemental to No. 82—1-16). 
Subject: Agency comments on S. 1142, to expand the activities of the Depart- 
ment of Labor. 

For the information of the members of the committee, the following are ex 
tracts from reports received from Federal agencies affected by the various pro- 
visions of S. 1142, in response to specific requests from the chairman. The 
reports are available in the office of the Chief Clerk. 
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Bureau of the Budget (letter of May 2, 1951, by Frederick J. Lawton, Director) 
Specifically, the bill would— 

(1) Transfer the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor and 
provide that the Director of Selective Service should perform his functions 
under the direction of the Secretary of Labor : 

(2) Transfer to the Secretary of Labor all functions of the Federal Maritime 
Board relating to the determination of minimum wages on privately operated 
vessels and authorize the Secretary to make such delegations of these functions 
as he may deem appropriate ; and 

(3) Direct the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security Administrator 
to make a detailed study of industrial-hygiene functions of the Government in 
order to work out a logical division of these functions between their agencies 
and to submit recommendations to the Congress. 

As to the proposed transfer of the Selective Service System to the Depart- 
ment of Labor, it is, of course, essential to coordinate military-manpower pro- 
curement policies with considerations affecting civilian labor supply. The re- 
sponsibility for such coordination has been assigned to the Director of Defense 
Mobilization, who is discharging it through the Manpower Policy Committee 
in the Office of Defense Mobilization. This Committee includes among its mem- 
bership the Defense Manpower Administrator of the Department of Labor and 
the Director of Selective Service. The Secretary of Labor is also a member of 
the Defense Mobilization Board, which advises the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion on over-all mobilization policies. In case of full mobilization or a further 
large-scale expansion of the defense-production program it might be desirable 
and perhaps essential to bring together in one agency the responsibility for both 
military-manpower procurement and civilian labor supply. Under present eircum- 
stances, however, this does not appear to be necessary, and the transfer of the 
Selective Service System to the Department of Labor might in reality give rise 
to more problems than continuation of the present organizational arrangements. 
Should the committee, however, decide to approve the proposed transfer, the 
authority and functions of the Director of Selective Service should be vested in 
the Secretary of Labor subject to delegation, rather than in the Director of 
Selective Service. This would be in keeping with Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations for giving the heads of departments full control over the adminis- 
tration of the functions of their departments and with Reorganization Plan 
No. 6 of 1950, which transferred to the Secretary all existing functions vested 
by law in other officers of the Department of Labor. 

The proposed transfer of responsibility for determining minimum wages on 
privately operated vessels from the Federal Maritime Board to the Department 
of Labor is not, in our judgment, desirable. The Board's authority to set 
minimum wages is closely bound up with its authority to provide operating- 
differential subsidies and ordinarily extends only to those vessels with respect 
to which the Board enters into a subsidy contract. The Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936, title LIT, section 801 (46 U. S. C. 1131). directs the Board to “incorporate 
in the contracts authorized under titles VI and VIT of this act minimum manning 
seales and minimum wage scales, and minimum working conditions for all officers 
and crews employed on all types of vessels receiving and operating-differential 
subsidy.” The determination of minimum wage rates is related to standards 
for subsistence, crew quarters, and other aspects of working conditions for 
which the Board is responsible. Such determinations, in addition to being 
a part of the business coutracts made by the Board, involve a broad technical 
knowledge of the maritime industry which is available in the Board as a result 
of its other responsibilities and is not available to any comparable degree in 
the Department of Labor. Furthermore, the establishment of minimum wage 
scales for seamen on subsidized vessels is an important aspect of the Board’s 
responsibility for developing an adequate American merchant marine, manned 
and operated by American citizens. 

There would, of course, be no objection to provision for a point study of indus- 
trial-hygiene functions by the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security 
Administrator. 

Selective Service System (letter of April 26, 1951, by Lewis B. Hershey, Director) 
Section 1 of that bill provides: “That the Selective Service System, together 
with its records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances of appropriations, 
allocations, and other funds available or to be made available, are transferred 
to the Department of Labor. Upon such transfer, the Director of Selective 
Service shall perform his functions under the direction of the Secretary of Labor.” 
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1 oppose this provision for reasons which I shall discuss in some detail. 

This bill follows the recommendation of the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government in providing for the transfer of the 
Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. In commenting on this 
it seems pertinent to discuss the purposes for which the Selective Service System 
and the Department of Labor were brought into existence by the Congress and 
the nature and functions of those two agencies of Government. 

The purpose of the Selective Service System is found in section 1 (b) of the 
Selective Service Act of 1948: “The Congress hereby declares that an adequate 
armed strength must be achieved and maintained to insure the security of this 
Nation.” In subsection (c) of the same section, the fundamental principles 
which must ever govern the operation of any Selective Service are enunciated 
in these words: “The Congress further declares that in a free society the obliga- 
tions and privileges of serving in the Armed Forces and the Reserve components 
thereof should be shared generally, in accordance with a system of selection 
which is fair and just, and which is consistent with the maintenance of an 
effective national economy.” 

The purpose of the Department of Labor, set forth in the act of March 4, 
1913, created it as a Department, “shall be to foster, promote, and develop the 
welfare of wage earners of the United States, to improve their working condi- 
tions, and to advance their opportunities for profitable employment.” 

The nature of the Selective Service System will be discussed under three 
headings, first, historically: second, organizationally ; and third, functionally. 

During World War I, the Selective Service System functioned under the War 
Department. In the planning which followed World War I, it was determined 
that because the War Department was only one of the several users of man- 
power, any future Selective Service System should function as independent of the 
Military Establishment. By virtue of the provisions of the Selective Training 
and Service Act of 1940, the Selective Service System was established in Sep 
tember 1940 as an independent agency under the President, which permitted it 
to operate free from the undue influence of any user of manpower. 

During World War II, by Executive order, dated December 5, 1942, the Se- 
lective Service System was placed under the War Manpower Commission. The 
War Manpower Commission, while not a user of men, was principally interested 
in production and thus was an advocate of deferment. This experience after 
1 year caused the Congress to restore the Selective Service System, on De- 
cember 5, 1948, to its independent status, and provide by law that this status 
could not again be lost by Executive order. 

Thus, historically, the Selective Service System became independent because 
it was found unwise to haye its actions unduly influenced by any agency which 
had a specific interest in any of the Nation’s manpower. This independent 
statuts was perpetuated in the Selective Service Act of 1948. 

The Selective Service System in World War I, to some degree, and particularly 
in World War II, had the responsibility of dividing manpower among the many 
users. It Was this fact which was to a large degree responsible for the plans 
which were made between World War I and World War IL which removed the 
Selective Service Svstem from the War Department and established it as an in 
dependent agency directly under the President. It was felt that in no other way 
could it retain the independence of judgment and objectivity of viewpoint so 
necessary to an agency responsible continually for the making of decisions 
each one of which affects not only the quantity but the quality of the man- 
power provided for the several users of manpower. 

It was to restore this detached viewpoint and independence of action which 
prompted the Congress to remove the Selective Service System from the War 
Manpower Comunission in 1948. Experience with the allocation of manpower is 
not unlike a decision in any other controversy, and it is an unvarying rule that it 
is not safe to let one of the parties to an action be responsible for decisions 
which adversely affect his competitors. Any agency of government whose re 
sponsibility lies in carrying out its congressional functions in guarding the rights 
or privileges of a particular group is disqualified from attempting to affix respon- 
sibilities to all groups in a fair and impartial manner. 

Summarizing the historical background of the present Selective Service Sys- 
tem, experience has evolved an independent organization, with a peculiar Federal, 
State, and community relationship. This organization is composed primarily of 
unpaid people, who, in their several communities, allocate the manpower to the 
several users in a fair and just manner, by express authority of Congress. His- 
torically, this type of organization has been most successful in two wars in pro- 
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viding sufficient and suitable men at the required time to the Armed Forces while 
at the same time deferring for civilian pursuits sufficient manpower to insure 
the production of the greatest and finest array of munitions of war that any 
nation has ever furnished its fighters. While providing men for the Armed 
Forces and workers for the production of munitions, sufficient labor was deferred 
on the farms to produce quantities of food never before equaled in the history of 
this Nation. Despite all of the demands that have just been enumerated, the 
structure of local, State, and National Government, the school systems, the means 
of communication, and the health of this country still found sufficient personnel 
available and deferred to continue to operate minimum requirements. No other 
system of manpower procurement in the United States has been comparable with 
this one in the history of the procurement of personnel for the various users of 
manpower in an emergency. 

The functions of the Selective Service System are to register, to classify, and 
to select. The registration is a mechanical process, an inventorying of human 
resources. It must be done accurately and by those aware of and familiar with 
the purpose for which it is made. In classification and selection, however, lie 
the heart of the operation of the Selective Service System. Only by fairness and 
justness can these operations be carried out in a manner that will provide impar- 
tial distribution of the Nation’s manpower resources and at the same time main 
tain the confidence of the people in the manner in which it is done. Selections 
must be made without prejudice and withont regard to race, color, religion, place 
of origin, or polities. Under no circumstances must the System be thought of as 
one which operates under the control of partisan politics. The functioning of 
classification and selection must be done with consideration toward all—both 
the users of manpower and particularly the individual selected. The registrant 
cannot, he must not, be treated as a number, but accorded the dignity of an indi- 
vidual whose problems may be different from any.other individual in the Nation. 

Members of local boards must come from all classes. The very nature of their 
responsibilities demand that they receive no compensation for the services they 
render, for to do so would bring them into the likelihood of being charged with 
receiving pay for sending men to die for their country. They must be independent 
of any obligation except the obligation to administer honestly and fairly the laws 
of their Nation and the regulations of the Selective Service System. They must 
not be influenced even by their superiors if in their conscience they find that 
influence contrary to their beliefs. 

The transfer of the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor 
would seem to be in direct violation of the policy of the Commission to recom- 
mend grouping according to the mai: purpose of the agency. There is direct 
and uncompromising conflict between the obligation on the one hand “to foster, 
promote, and develop the welfare of the wage earners of the United States, to 
improve their working conditions, and to advance their opportunities for profit- 
able employment” and, at the same time, to insure that “the obligations and 
privileges of serving in the Armed Forces and the Reserve components thereof 
should be shared generally, in aceordance with a system of selection which is 
fair and just.”” The judge of an issue cannot be the advocate of one of the 
contestants. 

The Commission, in its report in reference to the transfer of the Bureau of 
Employees’ Compensation, Employees’ Compensation Appeals Board, Bureau 
of Employment Security, Selective Service System, including the Appeals 

foard, Enforcement of Labor Standards in Government Contracts, De 
termination of Minimum Wages for Seamen, Prevailing Wage Research, and 
Division of Industrial Hygiene, said: “There are cogent reasons why these agen- 
cies and functions should be transferred to the Department of Labor. They are 
more nearly related to the problems of labor than those with which they are 
now associated, * * *” T offer no comment on this statement as it applies 
to all other agencies except the Selective Service System. Certainly for the 
Selective Service System this statement does not apply. In its independent 
status the Selective Service System has positive and definitely related responsi- 
hilities. It would inevitably enter an area of indefiniteness and confusion if 
transferred to a department of less homogeneous functions. 

The statement by the Commission that “the System is now an independent 
ageney reporting to the President, yet the President cannot give it over-all su- 
pervision” earries with it no clue as to the facts upon which the statement is 
based. There is elsewhere in the report mathematical calculations which de- 
termine the average time the President can give to the several departments, 
agencies, and boards under his supervision. If this average time is the basis for 
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the judgment expressed that the President cannot give it over-all supervision, 
then the judgment fails completely as a statement of fact. If the judgment 
depends on evidence given by those who might know of their own personal 
knowledge then it must have come from the President. I have never expressed 
an opinion in keeping with this judgment, and it is contrary to my experience 
which covers the entire life of the Selective Service System under the 1940 act 
and the present Selective Service System under the 1948 act. 

The comment by the Commission on the inadvisability of placing the Selec- 
tive Service System under the Secretary of Defense is sound so far as bias by 
one of the users of manpower is concerned. It must be noted that if there is to 
be bias in the operation of a system it would be preferable to have that bias on 
the part of the agency directly responsible for the survival than from any user 
of manpower for purposes collateral or even not connected with survival. I can- 
not understand by what logic the Commission could use bias as a reason for not 
recommending a transfer to the National Military Establishment and completely 
ignore the fact that the Department of Labor is biased in the civilian use of 
manpower by the terms of the act creating it. 

The statement that “the effect of conscription on the labor force must receive 
the continual examination which can be provided by the Labor Department” is an 
accurate statement. It is not a reason for transferring the Selective Service 
System to the Department of Labor. It is one of the facts which preclude this 
transfer. As the agency which Congress has given the responsibility for the 
betterment of the welfare of the wage earner it has an obligation to examine 
continually the effect of the operation of selective service on the labor foree 
insofar as it affects wage earners. The exercise of that responsibility for the 
benefit of one class of citizens cannot be a part of a process of selection of men 
for military and all other purposes which is fair and just. 

The Selective Service System is now an independent agency directly under 
the President. Congress has made it an independent agency on three occasions : 
Once, after the experience of two wars under the War Department, and twice 
more after the experience of 1 year under the War Manpower Commission. As 
an independent agency it has a record of success in the most extensive mobiliza- 
tion the United States ever experienced. The selective-service organization which 
was in operation during World War II, an organization which at one time had 
approximately 7,000 offices, at least one in every county of the land, was respon- 
sible for registering ever 50,000,000 men, of which number 36,000,000 were pro- 
cessed, requiring some 250,000,000 separate classification actions, It inducted 
more than 10,000,000 men and engaged more than 200,000 employees of whom 
more than 90 percent were uncompensated. Its success during the war was not 
surpassed by any other agency of the Government. 

This success was due to careful planning, participation by States and com- 
munities under decentralization of control, and delegation of authority to thou- 
sands of unpaid patriotic citizens organized independently of partisan political 
consideration. An agency organized as it was and is, operated by men unfettered 
by the necessity of keeping their jobs and without partisan political obligations 
ean insure objectivity in the allocation of manpower among the many agencies 
who are fiercely competitive. These unpaid local-board members can insure that 
the obligation and privileges of service in the military forces is shared generally 
and that selection is made in a fair and just manner. The local board members 
owe no obligation to any class or group of our citizenry. Their ability to op- 
erate successfully is not a hope or a theory. It is a fact demonstrated by nearly 
10 years of operation. The selection of men for service is too serious a problem 
for experimentation. An agency which selects men for battle and which has and 
ean function with outstanding success should not be changed to conform to some 
impractical and unworkable theory of organization. 


Department of Labor (Letter of May 28, 1951, by Maurice J. Tobin, Secretary) 


I transmitted to the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive De 
partments on July 20, 1949, my endorsement of those recommendations of the 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government which 
are embodied in S. 1142. I felt then, and I feel today, that these steps are an 
appropriate implementation of the general principle that related functions 
should be housed insofar as possible in the same executive department. 

I do not, however, recommend at this time the transfer of the Selective Service 
System to the Department of Labor. We are engaged in a great defense mobi- 
lization effort upon the success of which may well depend the survival of our 
way of life. Established machinery which is functioning smoothly in the im- 
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plementation of the defense mobilization program should not be disrupted. The 
excellent working relationship which has been effected between the United States 
Department of Labor and the Selective Service System makes it, in my opinion, 
unnecessary and unwise to transfer the Selective Service System to the Depart- 
ment-of Labor at this time. I would have felt otherwise on this matter had it 
been effected before the national mobilization effort became necessary. At this 
time, however, having the national interest in mind, I feel efficient operations 
and effective working relationships should not be disturbed. 

I am in agreement with the proposal, contained in section 2 of the bill, to trans- 
fer to the Department of Labor functions of the Federal Maritime Board relat- 
ing to the determination of wages on privately operated vessels. As I stated 
in my letter of July 20, 1949, the determination of minimum wages is clearly a 
matter which is a proper function of this Department. The Department of Labor 
already performs the same function for employees engaged in the construction of 
public buildings or public works for the Federal Government or financed by 
Federal loans or grants and for those engaged in the manufacture or furnishing 
of materials under contracts with the Federal Government. As the Hoover Com- 
mission Report says, “It becomes appropriate for these determinations (minimum 
wages for seamen) to be made by the Department of Labor where their relation 
to wages in other industries can be evaluated.” 

With respect to section 3 of the bill, it is my understanding that much atten 
tion has already been given to the matter of a logical division of industrial- 
hygiene functions among agencies of the Federal Government. [ would not 
object, however, to a further study of the problem jointly by the Federal Security 
Administration and the Secretary of Labor which would result in the demarca- 
tion of those functions which primarily relate to labor and those which primarily 
relate to public health. I trust that such a study would have the ultimate result 
of placing the first-mentioned functions in the Department of Labor. 


Department of Defense (letter of May 22, 1951, by Daniel K. Edicards, Assistant 
Secretary) 

This Department is opposed to the provisions in S. 1142 which would trans- 
fer the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor, since it is felt that 
functions and responsibilities in relation to selective service should be performed 
within the framework of an independent agency of the Government and not by 
au subordinate unit of one of the executive departments. 

The proposed transfer of the Selective Service System to the Department of 
Labor would execute one of the recommendations of the Commission on Organi- 
zation of the Executive Branch of the Government (Hoover Commission). As you 
know, Secretary of Defense Forrestal was a member of that Commission, and he 
und at least two other members thereof disagreed with the Commission's recom 
mendation on this subject. * * * 

The fiscal effects of the proposed transfer of the Selective Service System to 
the Department of Labor are not Known to this Department; however, it would 
appear that no savings would be accomplished. 


Federal Security Agency (letter of May 1, 1951, by Oscar R. Ewing, Admin 
istrator) 

The only part of the bill which would affect this Agency is the provision in 
section 3 for a joint study by the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security 
Administrator of industrial-hygiene functions of the Government. The objec- 
tive of the study would be to work out a logical division of functions among the 
agencies of the Department of Labor and the Public Health Service. Recom- 
mendations resulting from the study would be submitted to the Congress. 

Labor and health agencies have complementary interests in the field of indus- 
trial hygiene. Labor agencies are concerned with the promotion of safe and 
healthful working conditions in industry. Health agencies are concerned with 
safeguarding the health of the public, including the working public. Given 
these interlocking and complementary interests, conflict and duplication is best 
prevented by an administrative division of functions that enhances the effec- 
tiveness of industrial-hygiene programs by providing for the collaboration of 
health and labor agencies in those fields of work with which they are both 
concerned. * * * 

* * * We would welcome a joint study, however, as proposed by section 3 
if the Congress concludes that a new appraisal of the division of functions in 
this field is desirable. 

’ (Information relative to present administrative practices of the Federal 
Security Agency is available in the files of the committee. ) 
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Department of Commerce 


Although the Department of Commerce was requested to snbmit comments on 
March 19, and repeated efforts have been made by the staff to secure a response 
since that date, no reply has been received. Therefore no report from this 
Department appears in this memorandum. 

Ext E. NosteEMAN, 
Professional Staff Member. 

Approved. 

WALTER L. REYNOLDS, 
Staff Director. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


JANUARY 28, 1952. 
Staff Memorandum No, 82-2-8. 
Subject: Hearings on S. 1142, expanding the activities of the Department of 
Labor (supplemental to staff memorandum No. 82-11-16). 


PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 


This bill would (1) transfer the Selective Service System, its records, property, 
personnel, ete., to the Department of Labor, and direct the Director of Selective 
Service to perform his functions under the direction of the Secretary of Labor 
(sec. 1); (2) transfer all functions of the Federal Maritime Board (now in the 
Department of Commerce) relating to the determination of minimum wages on 
privately operated vessels to the Secretary of Labor, with authority in him to 
delegate these functions to any officer, agency, or employee of the Department 
(sec. 2); and (3) direct the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security Admin- 
istrator to make a detailed study of industrial-hygiene functions of the Goyern- 
ment so as to work out a logical division of functions among the agencies in the 
Department of Labor and the Public Health Service, and report resulting recom- 
mendations to the Congress (sec. 3). 

In submitting the recommendations embodied in this bill, the Hoover Commis- 
sion based its reasoning upon findings contained in its reports on the Department 
of Labor and on general management. 

In its report on the Department of Labor, the Commission found that “The 
Department of Labor has been steadily denuded of functions at one time estab- 
lished within it * * *. The Department has lost much of its significance. 
It should be given more essential work if it is to maintain a significance com- 
parable to the other great executive departments * * * and should have 
restored to it the many agencies we have here recommended.” 

In its report on general management the Commission found that (1) there were 
too many separate agencies reporting directly to the President, several of which 
were not combined in accordance with their major purposes, and (2) in order to 
give a coherent mission to each department, these agencies must be grouped into 
departments, as nearly as possible, by major purposes. 

Based upon these findings the Commission arrived at the following conclusions: 

1. With respect to the Selective Service System—(a) Since the President is 
unable to give this independent agency, reporting to him, the over-all supervision 
required, and (b) since the Selective Service System functions essentially for 
the purpose of mobilizing the manpower of the country for military service and 
the effect of conscription on the labor force must be continually examined by the 
Secretary of Labor, (c) the System should not be placed under the Department 
of Defense because its operation must be objective and not biased in favor of the 
military, but should be placed under the Secretary of Labor. 

2. With respect to the determination of minimum wages for seamen.—(a) 
Since seamen’s wages have become increasingly a matter for international nego- 
tiation; and (0b) the managerial responsibilities of the Maritime Commission 
over the shipping industry are reduced by transfer of its executive functions 
to the Department of Commerce; (c) it becomes appropriate for these determina- 
tions to be made by the Department of Labor where their relation to wages in 
other industries can be evaluated. 

3. With respect to industrial hygiene—(a) The Federal policy in grants to 
the States for industrial hygiene work has created serious imbalance in State 
programs and is closely related to established Department of Labor functions 
and programs; ()) the Public Health Service administration of grants to State 
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health departments has led the States to build up their health departments and 
to let the industrial hygiene work of their labor agencies atrophy; and (c) the 
centering of grants for industrial hygiene at Federal] level in the Public Health 
Service overlaps the responsibility of the Bureau of Labor Standards and the 
Wage and Hour Division of the Department of Labor; (e) therefore, a detailed 
study should be made of these various functions so as to work out a better 
allocation of functions on the Federal level between labor and health agencies. 

A complete digest of the comments of Federal agencies concerning S. 1142 is 
contained in staff memorandum S82-1-—45, dated June 15, 1951. A summary of 
these comments follows: 

AGENCY COMMENTS 


1. With respect to the Selective Service System.—(a@a) The Bureau of the 
Budget agrees that the coordination of military manpower procurement policies 
with considerations affecting civilian labor supply is essential, and in the event 
of full mobilization or a further large-scale expansion of the defense production 
program, it might be desirable and perhaps essential to bring together in one 
agency the responsibility for both military manpower procurement and civilian 
supply. However, the Bureau concludes that under present circumstances, this 
does not appear necessary and the transfer of the Selective Service System to the 
Department of Labor might in reality give rise to more problems than the con- 
tinuation of the present organizational arrangements, 

(bv) The Director of the Selective Service System is vigorously opposed to such 
transfer. In a lengthy memorandum, many grounds and reasons are cited 
against such action. Historically, it is pointed out, this function has always 
been performed by an independent agency, with the exception of a brief period 
when it was under the War Manpower Commission. The basic objection to the 
transfer is that the Department of Labor is just as likely to be biased and to lack 
objectivity as is the Defense Establishment, and no agency which has a specific 
interest in any of the Nation’s manpower should direct this program. In this 
connection, it is observed that the statutory duties of the Secretary of Labor 
require him “to foster, promote, and develop the welfare of wage earners of the 
United States, to improve their working conditions, and to advance their oppor- 
tunities for profitable employment,” whereas the Selective Service Act specifi- 
cally states that system must insure that “the obligations and privileges of 
serving in the Armed Forces and the Reserve components thereof should be 
shared generally in accordance with a system of selection which is fair and just.” 
The Director concludes that “the judge of an issue cannot be the advocate of 
one of the contestants.” 

(c) The Department of Defense is opposed to the transfer of the Selective 
Service System to the Department of Labor on the ground that these functions 
should be performed by an independent agency of the Government and not by 
a subordinate unit of one of the executive departments. 

(d) The Secretary of Labor is opposed to the transfer of the Selective Service 
System to the Department of Labor at this time on the ground that there are now 
excellent working relationships between the two agencies and “established 
machinery which is functioning smoothly in the implementation of the defense 
mobilization program should not be disrupted.” 

2. With respect to the determination of minimum wages for seamen.—(a) 
The Bureau of the Budget is opposed to this action on the ground that the Mari- 
time Board’s authority to set minimum wages for seamen on privately operated 
vessels “is closely bound up with its authority to provide operating-differential 
subsidies and ordinarily extends only to those vessels with respect to which the 

soard enters into a subsidy contract.” Since the determination of wages is 
closely related to the determination of subsidies, and the entire operation requires 
a broad technical knowledge which the Board possesses, but which the Depart- 
ment of Labor does not, the function should remain where it is. Furthermore, 
the establishment of minimum wages for seamen on subsidized vessels is an 
important aspect of the Maritime Board’s responsibility for the development of 
an adequate American merchant marine. 

(b) The Secretary of Commerce is opposed to this action for the same reasons 
advanced by the Bureau of the Budget. In addition, he points out that existing 
law requires the Maritime Board to fix minimum manning scales and working 
conditions, in determining subsidies, and minimum wage scales are but one 
element involved in making this determination. Furthermore, the Department of 
Labor dees not now have any control over determining minimum wages for the 
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great majority of seamen, i. e., those working on private, unsubsidized vessels, 
since they are exempted from the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

(c) The Secretary of Labor favors this provision on the ground that the 
determination of minimum wages “is clearly a matter which is a proper function 
of” his Department, which “already performs the same function for employees 
engaged in the construction of public buildings or public works for the Federal 
Government or financed by Federal loans or grants for those engaged in the 
manufacture or furnishing of materials under contracts with the Federal Gov- 
ernment.” 

3. With respect to industrial hygiene—(a) The Bureau of the Budget has he 
objection to the proposed joint study, 

(b) The Federal Security Administrator believes that this objective could be 
accomplished by a working agreement between his agency and the Department 
of Labor, but would welcome a joint study if the Congress concludes that such 
auction is desirable. 

(c) The Secretary of Labor would not object to such a study, but expresses the 
hope that it would have the ultimate result of placing industrial hygiene func 
tious in the Department of Labor. 


POSITION OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPOR' 


The Citizens Committee has advised the staff of this Committee that it would 
have no objection to the withdrawal of section 1 of this bill, relating to the 
transfer of the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. It has 
reserved its position, pending further study, with respect to the other provisions, 
but will present its views at the hearings on the bill. 


SUMMARY 


: ‘ nels / ; 
In view of the opinions expressed by all concerned relative to sections 1 and 
3 of S. 1142, testimony with respect to these sections, may be restricted to very 
brief remarks. Section 2, however, raises an issue which may require more ex 
tensive testimony in order for the committee to reach a determination. 
E11 E. NOBLEMAN, 


Profe ssional Ntaff Vember 
Approved. 


WaLrer L. REYNOLDS, 
Staff Director 
Senator O'Conor. We are honored today by the presence of the 
Under Secretary of Labor, Mr. Michael J. Galvin. We shall be ve ry 
happy to have you proceed, Mr. Galvin, at this point. You may take 
the matter up in any way you please, by formal statement or other 
wise, and we shall be very happy to have the benefit of your views. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL J. GALVIN, ACTING SECRETARY 
OF LABOR 


Mr. Gauvin. Thank vou very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we ap preciate very 
much the opportunity to come before you and state our views on this 
bill. The Secretary is sorry that he cannot be here. He is about 
1,000 miles from here attending a meeting right at this minute. as a 
matter of fact, and he wanted me to extend his regrets that he could 
not be here. 

I have a statement, a very short one, and I think if it is satisfaetor y 
with vou, I will submit that and give a shortened version of it orally. 

Senator O'Conor. We might. therefore, Mr. Galvin, place in the 
record at this point the entire statement so as to have the benefit of 
your views. 
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(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ACTING SECRETARY OF LABOR MICHAEL J. GALVIN 


I would like to thank the subcommittee for this opportunity to state my views 
on 8. 1142, a bill to expand the activities of the Department of Labor in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Exeeu- 
tive Branch of the Government. 

The Department of Labor is vitally interested in measures which would provide 
for a more sound and logical organization of the Government. In carrying out 
recommendations of the Gommission, Congress has on several occasions ap- 
proved reorganizations of various Federal agencies and functions. These con- 
solidations and regroupings have served to strengthen and simplify the machinery 
of the Federal Government so that it may perform its functions more efficiently. 
I believe that further steps should be taken in this direction. 

When the Hoover Commission made its report on the Department of Labor, 
it deplored the growing tendency to set up specialized labor services outside of 
the Department of Labor, thereby diffusing labor functions throughout the 
Government. I believe that the idea behind the bill is good: namely, that re- 
lated functions should be housed, insofar as possible, in the same executive de- 
partment, 

I feel, however, that the present national mobilization effort makes it inad- 
visable at this time to effectuate the transfer of the Selective Service System 
to the Department of Labor, as proposed by S. 1142. In this critical period of 
world affairs. it would be unwise to disrupt in any way the mobilization ma- 
chinery which already is functioning smoothly and effectively. Furthermore, 
there is in operation an excellent working relationship between the Department 
of Labor and the Selective Service System which is directed toward a coordination 
of the military manpower requirements with the availability of the civilian 
labor supply. At this time, having the national interest in mind, I feel efficient 
operations and effective working relationships should not be disturbed. 

However, | am in favor of the nroposal made in section 2 of the bill whieh 
would transfer to the Secretary of Labor the functions performed by the Federal 
Maritime Board under the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 in determining mini- 
mum wages on privately operated vessels. The Department of Labor already 
performs the function of making wage determinations for the hundreds of thou- 
sands of employees engaged in the construction of public buildings or public 
works for the Federal Government or financed by Federal loans or grants. This 
is in accordance with the authority placed in the Secretary of Labor under the 
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act, the National Housing Act, the Federal Airport 
Act, the Tennessee Valley Authority Act, the Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act, the Housing Acts of 1937, 1949, and 1950, the School Survey and Construc- 
tion Act of 1950, and the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Services 
Act of 195t. He also performs a similar function under the terms of the Walsh- 
Healey Public Contracts Act with respect to those engaged in the furnishing or 
supplying of materials under contracts with the Federal Government. 

As the Commission report says, “It becomes appropriate for these determina- 
tions [minimum wages for seamen] to be made by the Department of Labor 
where their relations to wages in other industries can be evaluated.” The act 
of March 4, 19138, which created the Department of Labor, stated that its purpose 
was “to foster, promote, and develop the welfare of wage earners of the United 
States, to improve their working conditions, and to advance their opportunities 
for profitable employment.” These wage determinations are functions which 
relate primarily to this basic purpose of the Department of Labor. 

The proposed transfer would produce the desirable result of placing the same 
function in one agency, which will assure proper coordination and efficiency. 
Further, the Department already has the necessary wage determination machin- 
ery established and in full operation. This machinery could readily be adapted 
to handling the seamen wage determinations. 

Section 3 of S. 1142 would provide for a joint study of the industrial hygiene 
functions of the Government by the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security 
Administrator with a view to working out a logical division of those functions 
among the two agencies. 

| believe that those industrial hygiene functions which relate primarily to 
labor should be separated from those relating primarily to public health. I 
believe that the most satisfactory way to work out a division of these functions 
would be through agreements between the two agencies concerned. I am happy 
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io state that some progress along these lines has already been made admin- 
istratively. 

Mr. Garvin. On section 1, we do not recommend the enactment of 
this section at this time. We feei that it would be unwise to disrupt 
in any way the mobilization machinery which is already functioning 
smoothly during this period of world crisis. Moreover the working 
relations between the Department and the Selective Service System 
have been excellent. So at this time we do not recommend enactment 
of section 1, and my short statement here contains a little further 
information on that point. 

If I might, with the permission of the subcommittee, I shall skip to 
section 3. Again, we do not recommend the enactinent of this section. 
The Federal Security Agency and the Labor Department have been 
vorking on an agreement and there is a paper in existence now which 
we believe will form the basis of an agreement. It is satisfactory to 
us right now and it is a paper which was worked out by an advisory 
committee to the Federal Security Agency. 

I believe Dr. Miller is here, and he will have something to say about 
whether or not it is satisfactory to them even in its present form. 
So we do not recommend any study at this time, and therefore do 
not recomme nd the enactment of section 5. 

On section 2, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
clatm this faitetion in principle is a funetion of the Labor Depart 
inent. However, that part of the industry which is at present sub ect 
to minimum-wage regulation by the Maritime Administr: ition is 
totally organized and the establishment of 2 minimum wage in the 
industry is at the moment a moot point. As a matter of nrineieie 
we would claim the transfer of it, but whether you in the Congress 
want to devote time to passage of something which does not have 
much dynamics in it at the moment is of course a matter for you to 
lec ide. 

In my brief statement you see a very strong argument in favor of 
the principle of transferring it to us. The actual fact is that wages 
in the industry are determined by collective bargaining, and the mini- 
mum wage trailsalong. I think the maritime people will tell you that 
the minimum wage is the collectively bargained wage. 

That is all I have on the bill unless you folks have something you 
want me to touch on in a little more detail. I would like to talk out- 
side the bill about the Immigration and Naturalization Service, for 
the purpose of getting the thought in here and getting your advice 
really. 

Senator O'Conor. Very good. Mr. Galvin, if you will hold that 
last suggestion in abeyance we should like very much to hear from 
you regarding it. It may be desirable, however, to see whether or 
not there are certain questions pertaining to the provisions of the 
bill first. 

Mr. Garvin. Yes. 

Senator O'Conor. In order to get the facts with respect to section 3, 
may | ask whether the study which vou have referred to as the indus 
trial hygiene functions, and which is arranged for, is sufficiently 
comprehensive in its scope to cover as much of the ground as the 
Hoover Commission felt was desirable / 

Mr. Garvin. T might, with your permission, take it a little obliquely 
and say this, that we feel there has been enough study on the thing— 
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that is, on the division of the work. The problem itself, of course, 
deserves a good deal of study, but that isa budgetary matter; but as 
to the division of these functions, we feel in the Labor Department 
there has already been enough study on it. 

We do have this memorandum here which I should be glad to sub- 
mit for the record if you want, which, as I say, is satisfactory with us, 
eminently so, from the third annual meeting of the advisory commit- 
tee to the Public Health Service on industréal hygiene held September 


27, 1951, and passed as being a satisfactory basis of division. That 


constitutes a recommendation, I believe, to them. 
: — 1 would answer obliquely, but maybe that does not answer it. 
ator O’Conor. Without objection, the memorandum referred 
to will be inserted in the hearing at this point. 


MeEMORANDUM ‘To Form Basts or JOINT ACTION IN THE INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE 
FieLD, BETWEEN THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE AND THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
(DIvIston or LABOR STANDARDS ) 


The following statement of objectives and principles of an industrial hygiene 
program in the States is believed to be essential to constructive activity in the 
field consultation service of the Federal agencies having cooperative relation- 
ship with State health departments and other State agencies concerned with 
industrial hygiene promotion and administration. 

Objectives 
Protection of the working population from industrial health hazards ; 
control and prevention of such hazards. 

In order to achieve these objectives, it is essential that the two Federal agen- 
cies most concerned with this problem (the Public Health Service and the Divi- 
sion of Labor Standards) cooperate in) promoting and fostering industrial 
hygiene services in those State organizations responsible for such activities. 


Functional division of activities betiveen the United States Public Health Service 
and the Department of Labor (Division of Labor Standards) 

The United States Public Health Service conducts investigations in industry 
of a medical and engineering nature for the purpose of measuring existing health 
hazards and determining methods of controlling and, where possible, elimi- 
nating these hazards. Information thus obtained is available to State agencies 
for ‘heir use in administering laws and enforcing rules and regulations designed 
to prevent snd/or control industrial health hazards. The Public Health Service 
also assists the several States in formulating pregrams for health protection in 
industry and extends financial aid for the creation and/or maintenance of facili- 
ties for the service activities of such prograns. 

The Department of Labor, through its various bureaus and divisions, gathers 
and distributes information on hours of labor, working conditions, accident 
stutistics, wages, employment, and kindred subjects. Through the Division of 
Labor Standards it strives to bring about a certain degree of uniformity in 
labor legislation and administrative practices in the various States and to this 
end formulates standards for the guidance of the States in protecting the 
working population from health hazards associated with industry. 

A similar division of functions, it is believed, would furnish the basis for 
developing the most effective State industrial hygiene programs. These prin- 
ciples are intended primarily as a guide in new developments and not intended 
to interfere with or disturb existing relationships. 

It is agreed, therefore, that— 

I. The following program be the basis for reconimendations to State agencies 
confronted with industrial hygiene problems: 

(A) Suggested functions of the State health department : 

1. Conducting preliminary surveys by the State health department, with 
the cooperation of the inspection agency of the State labor department or 
commission, to determine the scope and nature of the problem in the State, 
-. Securing, compiling, and analyzing reports of mortality and morbidity 


on the working population in each State from the health hazards asseciated 
With industry. 
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8. Making epidemiological studies of illnesses reported, or suspected of 
being associated with conditions of employment. 

4. Rendering service and advice upon request to all organizations in- 
terested in the protection of the health of the workers, and particularly 
labor law enforcement agencies. 

5. Promoting the passage of additional legislation necessary to enable 
the State health agency to perform its proper function in relation to health 
protection in industry. 

6. Recommending and preparing regulations for the control of health 
hazards. 

(B) Suggested functions of the State labor department ; 

1. Preparing, promulgating, and enforcing rules and regulations for the 
control of existing or potential health hazards.’ 

2. Promoting the passage of additional legislation necessary for the con- 

trol of existing or potential health hazards. 

3. Making inspections of health hazards existing in individual establish 
ments and such general investigations in cooperation with State health de 
partinents as are necessary for the performance of the responsibility listed 
in Nos. 1 and 2. 

Il. The Division of Labor Standards and the Public Health Service make a 
joint approach in promoting industrial hygiene programs in the States: and 
that the two agencies work in Close cooperation according to the foregoing 
statement of existing and developing relationships in a united effort to stimulate 
interest and action on the part of State health departments, labor departments, 
industrial commissions, or similar bodies, in those States where industrial 
hygiene programs are being, or may be, inaugurated. 

In the minutes of the third annual meeting of the advisory committee to the 
Public Health Service on industrial hygiene, held on September 27, 28, 1951, Dr. 
Miller stated that the present agreement (1936) “provides sufficient basis for 
harmonious and elfective working relationships between the two agencies in 
improving the health of the worker.” 

Both Mr. Connolly of the Department of Labor and the advisory committee 
concurred that the Division of Occupational Tlealth and the Bureau of Labor 
Standards should continue to function under the 1936 agreement in areas of 
common interest. 


Senator O'Conor. Senator Smith, any questions / 

Senator Smiru. No, Mr. Chairman, except I should like to inquire 
if we have had a recent statement from the Citizens Committee for 
the Hoover Report on this particular proposal ¢ 

Senator O'Conor. Their representatives are here this afternoon. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you. 

Senator O'Conor. Senator Dworshak / 

Senator DworsHak. No questions. 

Senator O'Conor. I stopped you previously, Mr. Galvin, because I 
thought it would be well to cover the bill first, but I did not wish to 
prevent you from making the observations you wish to make. 

Mr. Garvin. I do not have any fixed statement so maybe you will 
get the benefit of shortened and better advice. We recently recom- 
mended to Budget that the Immigration and Naturalization Service be 
transferred. When it was actually transferred to Justice from the 
Department of Labor, of course that was the beginning of World War 
Il. It was then stated that it was for the duration of that emer- 
gency, and there were a lot of background reasons. We always have 
claimed it should be back in the Labor Department, at least since Sec- 
retary Tobin has been here. But since then there has come in a 
very dynamic factor which makes it very important that the Service 
be returned, and that is the foreign farm labor, particularly the Mex- 
ican labor, which the Department administers. 


It is the intention of the agreement that there be joint action by both the State health 
and State labor agencies in formulating «and preparing the regulations. No hard and fast 
line of responsibility is intended in the ¢livision of function on this point, the test being 
the best means to secure effective results in each locality 
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From September, when we began carrying out the Mexican agree- 
ment under that new act, Public Law 78, we brought in roughly 
160,000 Mexican farm workers, in conjunction with the Immigration 
Service. That has made our Bureau of Employment Security, which 
runs the farm placement program, and the Immigration Service work 
very closely together. Our men in the Mexican centers where IE have 
been and across north of the border are working hand in glove, day in 
and day out with the immigration people. They have a staff in our 
centers. 

From that point of view it would seem to me that it is one of the 
most dynamic programs the Labor Department has, and probably one 
of the most dynamic the Immigration Service has. 

Another thing that struck me is that from the point of view of the 
farmer we have the power to blacklist, you know, for use of wetbacks 
and things like that, the farmer. At one time that was pretty solely 
in the hands of the Mexican Government and as a matter of fact 
there was one State that was blacklisted by the Mexican Government 
for a long time. 

Our relations have been such that we have been able to convince 
the Mexican Government that we should have an awful lot to do 
with the blacklist, and it now amounts to our having a strong say 
in the imposition and removal of the blacklist. 

There is an Immigration Act pending in. Congress which will place 
a penalty on the farmer for tr: ansporting, harboring, or concealing 
alien labor illegally in the United States. I would think it would be 
far better for one Department to administer that part of it, too. That 
is going to be a terribly important thing. In other words the blacklist 
and this penalty legislation should be in the hands of one Depart- 
ment—the Labor Department—so that we can accomplish the purpose 
of both the elimination of illegal aliens, including wetbacks, from the 
American labor scene. It is a labor matter. 

Now in the case of the other countries like Canada and the Bahaman 
Islands we also bring in workers. Again the Labor Department has 
to certify that there is not an adequate labor supply in the com- 
munity available so that they can be brought in. Again the dynamic 
part of the immigration work is done by the Labor Department. 

Frankly, I do not know, as related to the other functions of Justice, 
where the Immigration Service does fit into that Department. T will 
say that labor has always felt, getting back to the man argument, that 
this Immigration law was a law which labor had a good deal to do 
with getting through. For instance, the American Federation of 
Labor had the strongest voice in getting it through, and it has always 
felt it was a protection for American labor. That is the main argu- 
ment for transferring it to the Labor Department. 

The point I wanted to bring up is that we feel that to transfer the 
Immigration Service to us is far more important than these three items 
covered by S. 1142. 

Senator O'Conor. That is very interesting and very much in point 
so far as.the general situation relative to the Department of Labor 
is concerned. It might at first blush appear to be extraneous to the 
instant bill. 

Mr. Gauvin. Yes. 

Senator O'Conor. We are very glad to have you give us the benefit 
of your views, because it does provoke thought and discussion. It 
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does seem offhand that it might be submitted in a separate measure 


so that the Senate could grapple with that at the proper time. 

Mr. Gavin. As we were talking before we started here, Mr. Chair- 
man, we have submitted this proposal to budget, and we are going to 
work along with them, and I know you, the membe ars of this committee, 
will want to defer until they get it out. But I did think that where 
we were talking about this bill, which was quite comprehensive, that 
we should not let it go by without discussing it for at least a minute. 

Senator O’Conor. Thank you very much, \ you have been very help- 
ful. 

Mr. Gatvin. Thank you. 

Senator O’Conor. I should like to call General Hershey. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. LEWIS B. HERSHEY, DIRECTOR, 
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 


Senator O’Conor. You are Maj. Gen. Lewis B. Hershey ¢ 

General Hersuey. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Conor. General Hershey, you are the Director of the 
Selective Service System ¢ 

General Hersiey. Yes, sir. 

Senator O'Conor. You are also well and favorably known to the 
conunittee, and it is unnecessary to go into further details on that 
score. We would be very happy to have you give us the benefit of 
your views on this matter either in statement form or otherwise, as 
you may prefer. 

General Hersuty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall present x 
very brief statement. 

I want to say that I join the Under Secretary of Labor in testifying 
to the very fine relations that we have had with them. They have 
been most cooperative. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you to present my 
views explaining my opposition to S. 1142, which would transfer the 
Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. 

At the request of your ere I have previously furnished two 
written statements, one on July 18, 1949, and another on April 26, 
1951, outlining in detail my ee in Opposition to the transfer of 
the Selective Service System to the Department.of Labor. IT under- 
stand that these statements will be made a part of this record. Con- 
sequently, my remarks today will be limited to a brief résumé. 

During 1949, when the Hoover Commission reported on the reor- 
ganization of the Government, your committee will recall that the 
Selective Service System at that time was not very active. Due to 
budgetary limitations, the size of the Armed Forces had been mate- 
rially reduced, and inductions had been temporarily suspended as a 
consequence. At that time there was also considerable question about 
the continued existence of the Selective Service System, which was 
scheduled to expire the following June. 

It was in this atmosphere that the Hoover Commission considered 
and reported favorably on the plan for the transfer of the Selective 
Service System to the Department of Labor. Nevertheless, the Sec- 
retary of State, the Honorable Dean Acheson, the then Secretary of 
Defense, James V. Forrestal, and the Honorable Carter Manasco re 
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corded marked opposition to the proposed transfer in the form of 
dissenting reports. 

Their opposition was based on their close-hand and intimate ex- 
periences with the far-reaching problems inherent in an operation 
requiring objectivity and impartiality in the division of the limited 
manpower of the Nation among many claimants for manpower. They 
had lived with the problems so closely during World War IT they 
were highly qualified to pass on the merits of the proposal. Their 
underst: anding had its roots in knowledge gained the hard wav. 

During the | past 18 months the life of the Seleetive Service System 
not only ‘has been extended, but its activ ity increased to a point where 
inductions some months have been as high as 80,000. TI believe the 
events of these past 18 months bear out the foresight and wisdom of 
the commission members who opposed the transfer. 

In view of the present world situation and also considering the 
tension which no man can deny exists everywhere on the face of the 
earth—with scarce hope of slackening for many years to come—in 
view of these things, the chances that selective service will revert to 
a position similar to its position in 1949 would seem to be remote. 

The transfer of the independent Selective Service System to the 
Department of Labor would be a grave mistake for the following 
briefly stated reasons: 

1. Impartiality essential: No agency can combine functions of ar- 
dent advocate and impartial jury. 

The transfer of the Selective Service System to the Department of 
Labor would seem to be in direct violation of the policy of the Hoover 
Commission, which recommends grouping according to the main pur- 
pose of the agency. 

There is a direct and uncompromising conflict between the purpose 
of the Department of Labor. which is “to foster, promote, and de- 
velop the welfare of the wage earners of the United States, to improve 
their working conditions, and to advance their opportunities for profit- 
able employment,” and the responsibility of the Selective Service 
System, which the preamble of the act declares is “to insure that the 
cbligations and privileges of serving in the Armed Forces and the 
reserve components thereof should be shared generally, in accordance 
with a system of selection which is fair and just.” 

It seems very obvious that any agency of Government whose re- 
sponsibility lies in carrying out its congressional functions in guard- 
ing the rights or priv ilewes of a particular group is disqualified from 
attempting to affix responsibility to all groups in a fair and impartial 
manner. 

2. No one of several claimants for manpower should control agency 
having a statutory responsibility to divide manpower. 

During World War I. the Selective Service System functioned under 
the War “Departme nt. In the planning which followed World War I, 
it was determined that because the War Department was only one of 
the several users of manpower, any future Selective Service System 
should function as independent of the Military Establishment. By 
virtue of the provisions of the Selective Training and Service Act of 
1940, the Selective Service System was established in September 1940, 
as an independent agency, which permitted it to operate free from 
the undue influence of any user of manpower. 
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During World War IT, by Executive order dated December 5, 1942, 
the Selective Service System was placed under the War Manpower 
Commission. The War Manpower Commission, while not a user of 
men, was principally interested in production, and thus was an advo- 
cate of deferment. After 1 year, the resultant experience caused the 
Congress to restore the Selective Service System, on December 5, 1943, 
to its independent status and provide by law that this status could 
not again be lost by Executive order. 

Thus, historically, the Selective Service System regained its inde- 
pendence because it was found unwise to have its actions unduly influ- 
enced by any agency which had a specific interest in the Nation’s man- 
power. This independent status was perpetuated in the Selective 
Service Act of 1948. 

By way of summary, the Selective Service System, which is respon- 
sible for the administration of selective-service legislation, must recon- 
cile varied and often competing demands for the limited manpower 
of the Nation. There are many claimants for this manpower, includ- 
ing the Department of Labor, the Department of Defense, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. It is, therefore, of the utmost importance that 
the administration of the Selective Serv’ve System should be marked 
by complete objectivity and impartiality which would be possible only 
in an independent agency and not in any one of the agencies which are 
themselves claimants for manpower. 

That concludes the statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator O’Conor. Are there any questions, Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smirxn. No questions. 

Senator O’Conor. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsnak. I think that was a very concise statement. 

Senator O’Conor. General, I might ask this: We have no desire, of 
course, to inquire into events of recent days; but I was wondering 
whether it would afford any assistance to us, off or on the record, rela- 
tive to the question of manpower quotas, and so forth, whether in the 
determination of the totals it, in any sense, would indicate the need for 
having this operation exclusively under a separate agency as you have 
stated. 

General Hersury. Well, Mr. Chairman, anything I say IT am glad 
to have on the record. My feeling was that the only justification in 
my testimony today was to try to tie in with what we had said before, 
based on the experience of World War II, which is now very cogent. 
At the present time, whether you get into apprentices which are par- 
ticularly in the field of the Department of Labor or farmers that are 
in the Department of Agriculture or students that are off under the 
Commissioner of Education, and I could go on and on, every group 
influenced by a particular interest or a particular responsibility in 
this country has a counterpart in Government which has some respon- 
sibility by mandate to protect its interest. 

Therefore, I feel that those who must divide manpower must owe 
no allegiance to any person, any group, or anything. Obviously, I am 
a prejudiced witness. ; 

Senator O’Conor. We do not all agree with that last sentence. 

General, referring to World War II when there was that other 
status, were there many instances which indicated that it was not the 
best arrangement ? 


95123—52——4 
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General Hersey. see like that always grow dimmer in a per- 
son’s memory. It is always difficult to tell whether you are having 
more trouble when you are the prospective daughter-in-law or after 
you become the daughter-in-law, but we probably felt that there was 
ut least more delay. As more doubts are raised on any question as it 


moves fro m the President of the United States down to rate place where 
these decisions are made, obviously more people have to concur be- 
fore anything moves. In peacetime it does not make any difference 
because you have a lot of time and probably it is a good thing to have 
a lot of “coneurrence.” 

But when you get into times of action, then time becomes impor- 
tant. Obvi jous ly the more concurrences which are involved in the 
operation the worse the situation becomes. After all, we are the 
sheriffs and not the lawmakers. The regulations are issued by the 
President and the laws are enacted by the Congress. We find our- 
selves on the one hand with a group of people that the Congress says, 
‘Thou shalt not touch.” and a group of peop ile on the other hand that 
the armed services say we shall not touch and a group of people in 
between and sometil = it gets pre tty thin. 

Purine the war we felt that our oper ition was being complicated 
by being a part of a large organization with a great many other re- 
sponsibilities. When their main responsibility was production ob- 
viously it was difficult for them to subordinate their main responsi- 
bility to the necessity of securing men for the armed services. 

Senator O’Conor. Thank vou very much, General, for your advice. 

General Hrrsrey. Thank you for the opportunity. 


Senator O’Conor. Next, we shall hear from Mr. Arnold Miles. 


STATEMENT OF ARNOLD MILES, CHIEF, GOVERNMENT ORGANIZA- 
TION BRANCH, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Senator O°Conor. You are Mr. Arnold Miles? 

Mr. Mires. Yes. 

Senator O’Conor. You are Chief of the Government Organization 
Branch of the Bureau of the Budget ¢ 

Mr. Mires. That is correct. 

Senator O’Conor. Might I ask, sir, whether you have a prepared 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Mrixs. I do, sir. ; 

May I first present the regrets of the Director that he could not 
be here ¢ 

Senator O’Conor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mites. I have a very brief statement which I can summarize 
even more briefly if you wish. 

Senator O’Conor. We would be pleased to incorporate the entire 
statement in the record if it is in accordance with your wishes, and 
then have you summarize and add to it as you please. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ARNOLD MIL#eS, ASSISTANT DIVISION CHIEF IN CHARGE OF GOVERN- 
MENT ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


I am pleased to appear before this subcommittee on reorganization to present 
the views of the Bureau of the Budget in regard to S. 1142, a bill to expand the 
activities of the Department of Labor in accordance with recommendations of 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 
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Specifically, the bill would 
(1) Transfer the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor and 
provide that the Director of Selective Service should perfo1 
the direction of the Secretary of Labor; 


oy) 


2) Transfer to the Secretary of Labor all functions of the Federal Maritim 





i his functions under 


Board relating to the determination of minimum wages on privately operated 
vessels and authorize the Seeretary to make such delegations of these functions 


as he may deem appropriate; and 

(3) Direct the Secretary of Labor and the Federal Security Administrator 
to make a detailed study of industrial hyziene functions of the Government in 
order to work out a logical division of these functions between their agencies 
and to submit recommendations to the Congress. 

Section 1 of &. 1142 would place in effect recommendation No. 3 of the report 
on the Department of Labor of the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch. The Commission’s view was that the Selective Service System, an 
independent agency, should be supervised by a responsible official of the Gov- 
ernment under the President, and that its transfer to the Department of Labor 
was preferable to inclusion in the Department of Defense. 

At the time this recommendation was made, the United States had net em- 
barked on the accelerated defense program which began with the outbreak of 
hostilities in Korea. These events have increased the need for coordinating 
the policies of Selective Service with considerations aflecting civiliar abor 
supply, and the President has assigned that task to the Office of Defense Mo- 
bilization. The Director of Defense Mobilization is discharging this responsi 
bility through the Manpower Policy Committee, which includes in its membership 
the Defense Manpower Administrator of the Department of Labor and the 
Director of Selective Service. In addition, the Defense Mobilization Board, 
which advises the Director of Defense Mobilization on the coordination of poli- 
cies concerning production, Manpower, and economic stabilization includes in 
its membership the Secretary of Labor. 

Hence the objective sought by the Commission on Organization of the Execn- 
tive Branch has actually been achieved, though not through the organizational 
arrangements which the Commission proposed. Because of that fact, and 
because the present arrangement seems to be providing the necessary coordina- 
tion, the Bureau of the Budget does not believe that any organizational change 
should be made at the present time. 

Section 2 of S$. 1142 would effectuate Recommendation No. 5 of the report 
on the Department of Labor of the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government. The Commission felt that the authority to establish 
minimum wages for seamen should be transferred to the Department of Labor 
where their relation to Wages in other industries can be evaluated because sea- 
men’s wages “have become increasingly a matter of international negotiation,” 
and because “the managerial responsibilities of the Maritime Commission over 
the shipping industry are reduced by transfer of its executive functions to the 
Department of Commerce.” 

The functions in question have distinct relationships to two existing Federal 
activities. As the Secretary of Labor has pointed out in his letter of May 
28, 1951, the derermination of minimum wages is a principal function of the 
Department of Labor. The Department also sets wages, under the Davis-Bacon 
Act, for employees engaged in the construction of public buildings or publie 
works for the Federal Government, for employees on projects financed by Fed- 
eral loans or grants, and for employees engaged in the manufacture or furnish- 
ing of materials under contracts with the Federal Government. 

On the other hand, the determination by the Federal Maritime Board of mini- 
mum wages for seamen is a function which is closely bound up with standards 
for subsistence, crew quarters, and other aspects of working conditions for which 
that Board is responsible. The wages of officers and crews are an important 
factor in determining operational subsidies because the law requires that the 
amount of the subsidy may not exceed the fair and reasonable cost of certain 
items (including wages) over the cost of the same items on foreign competing 
vessels. Thus, in determining the amount of subsidies, it is essential that the 
Maritime Board investigate thoroughly the wages of seamen both on our vessels 
and on ships under other flags. 

The relationship of the Federal Government to that part of the maritime indus- 
try receiying operational subsidies sets it uniquely apart from other industries 
for which minimum wages are established. To our knowledge, there is no evi- 
dence to show that these functions are not being well administered at present, 








24 EXPAND THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


nor that they could be more effectively and economically administered if trans- 
ferred as proposed by S. 1142. On the whole, therefore, it is the judgment of 
the Bureau of the Budget that the functions in question should remain in the 
Department of Commerce and be administered by the Federal Maritime Board. 

The objective of section 3 of the bill is to obtain a new appraisal of the present 
division of functions between the Department of Labor and the Federal Security 
Agency in the field of industrial hygiene. A joint study by the two agencies 
is proposed, and resulting recommendations would be submitted to the Congress. 
Both the objectives and the method seem reasonable, and useful results might be 
obtained. 

Mr. Mires. With respect to section 1 of S. 1142, as T recall it, the 
Hoover Commission suggested that because the Selective Service 
System was an independent agency directly reporting to the Presi- 
dent of the United States and because the Selective Service System 
could not be fully supervised by the President, that it was appro- 
priate that it be plac ed in a Cabinet department. 

The Commission chose the Department of Labor over the Depart- 
ment of Defense for reasons which it gave. I think the events that 
have taken place since indicate that the  objectiv e of the Hoover Com- 
mission recommendation has been achieved even though the precise 
organizational proposal of the Commission was not adopted by the 
President. 

As matters now stand, the objective of the Commission, namely the 
association and coordination of manpower policies of the Selective 
Service System with problems and policies of labor supply are being 
undertaken under the direction of the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion who in turn has a Manpower Policy Committee of which both the 
Director of Selective Service and the Defense Manpower Adminis- 
trator of the Department of Labor are members. 

As I undestand it this arrangement is working quite satisfactorily. 
Furthermore, the Secretary of Labor is a member of the Defense 
Mobilization Board itself which is responsible for advising the 
Director of Defense Mobilization on the coordination of manpower 
policies with other policies involved in the whole defense effort. 

Therefore, we, like both the Director of Selective Service System 
and the Secretary of Labor, feel that it is not timely to make any 
organizational change. , 

With respect to section 2 of the bill, it is true that the establishment 
of minimum wages for seamen is a function which is related to two 
functions in the Government, one being the function of establishing 
minimum wages for many industries. “That function is now in the 
Department of Labor. The other is the function of dealing in a very 
unique way with the whole maritime industry and the establishment 
of minimum wages is now being carried out by the Federal Maritime 
Board as one 

Senator O’Conor. May I interrupt you right there to get the benefit 
of your advice? 

Mr. Miners. Yes. 

Senator O’Conor. Do you not feel that that question to which you 
have just referred is so definitely involved in and interrelated with 
the operating differential subsidy question that the maritime group 
is the proper one to continue that ? 

Mr. Mires. We feel as Mr. Galvin said that as a matter of principle 
it could be : argued that minimum wages for seamen might be a function 
of the Department of Labor, but as a matter of practice, if this is 
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examined very closely, it would seem more efficient and more economi- 
cal, particularly since maritime labor is highly organized, to leave 
it under the administration of the Federal Maritime Board. 

It possibly would cost more money to transfer it because in setting 
up operating differential subsidies the Maritime Board of necessity has 
to collect a great deal of information which is useful in setting mini- 
mum wages for seamen. 

With respect to section 3, in our view there can be certainly no 
objection raised, if the Congress believes that the proposed study would 
bring useful results. 

Senator O’Conor. Any questions, Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smrrx. No. 

Senator O’Conor. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsmaKk. No questions. 

Senator O’Conor. We are very much obliged to vou, sir. 

Mr. Mites. Thank you. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Joseph L. Miller? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH L. MILLER, SPECIAL CONSULTANT; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY ROBERT L. L. McCORMICK, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPORT 


Senator O’Conor. You are Joseph L. Miller? 

Mr. Miter. Correct, Senator. 

Senator O’Conor. And, Mr. Miller, you are a special consultant 
for the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report ? 

Mr. Mitter. Correct, and in private life a management consultant 
with emphasis on labor-relations problems. 

Senator O’Conor. May I ask on that point, would you be good 
enough to give us a little statement as to your experience / 

Mr. Mitter. Yes. I have been dealing with labor problems in one 
form or another for the last 20 years here in Washington, first as an 
Associated Press reporter, then as Labor Relations Director of the 
National Association of Broadcasters, in the Navy as a labor-relations 
officer, and now J have my own consulting firm. 

Senator O’Conor. Very good. 

Do you expect to testify, sir? Possibly it would be good to identify 
yourself for the record. 

Mr. McCormick. I am Robert L. L. McCormick, director of research 
for the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Miller, will you proceed ? 

Mr. Mitter. Thank you. 

Senator O’Conor. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Miter. I do not have a prepared statement, just a few remarks, 

Senator O’Conor. All right. 

Mr. Miter. I should like to say that the Citizens Committee for 
the Hoover Report would not consider this among the most important 
on its program of getting recommendations through. Some of the 
basic principles of the Hoover Commission Report we fight, believe, 
and die for, but most of us, I think, know that the Government will 
and should be shuffling bureaus around long after all of us are 6 
feet under. 
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There is this question of timeliness that. was discussed before and 
perhaps we might yield a little to that, but we do feel very strongly 
that there should be an orderly grouping of the functions of Govern- 
ment for efficiency in this grouping and also for reduction of the num- 
ber of people who report direct to the President. 

I know, Senator, you have been in the President’s office among hun- 
dreds of other. When he points to that chart of his and tells you the 
story to the effect that if he gave so many minutes a day to each of 
them how much time he would | have left for eating and sleeping. 

On the Selective Service System we felt then, and we still feel, 
with a reservation for timeliness, that all the functions of Govern 
ment which have to do with the movement and placement of man 
power logically should be in one agency of Government under the di- 
rection of one man who would report to the President. The Selective 
Service System certainly is a system that calls for movement and 
placement of manpower and there is much need for coordination of 
that function of sending the people into the armed services with in- 
dustrial pl: icement, immigration, and so forth and so on. 

[ recall during the war when I was in the Navy that the office next 
to mine down there was just full of young naval officers whose princi- 
2 function was to act as liaison between the Selective Service and 

the War Manpower Commission in the interests of the Navy. That 
really does not make good sense organizationally that a half dozen or 
more naval oflicers have to spend the war acting as liaison between 
eras agencies to get their conflicting problems ironed out in 
the interests of the agency for which they work. 

‘So I think we would say that we would bow to your good judgment 

:s to whether this is timely but we think eventually the Selective Serv 
ice System should be put into an agency and we think it should be the 
Labor Department that handles all manpower problems. 

Section 2: I checked over at the Commerce Dehedhvinai yesterday 
and found that this fixing of minimum wages for seamen on Govern- 
ment-subsidized ships, which was the limit of it, does not take one 
man full time; that all they do is that when the various sea unions 
negotiate a new contract they go through the motions of making the 
minimums in that the Government minimums. Again it seems to 
us to be slightly misplaced since the Labor Department has a division 
that handles all these other minimun wage problems such as the 
Walsh-Healey, Davis-Bacon and a number of other less known ones. 
We think that they might well move that over there. 

If you are thinking of it in terms of real efficiency or real economy, 
when it does not even involves one man’s full time, I do not know that 
we can really get outraged about the situation as it exists. 

Section 3 calls for a study. We were made aware that there was a 
Commission, we were made aware that there was a certain duplication 
and overlap of efforts. If the Labor Department and the Federal 
Security Agency are working this out and if someone will just maybe 
ride herd on them a little bit to see that they work it out that would 
certainly meet the requirements of the Citizens Committee. 

Senator, thank you very much. Are there any question? 

Senator O’Conor. Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Miller, I cannot quite make up my mind 
whether you are for this, or against it, or indifferent. Are you speak- 
ing personally ? 
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Mr. Mixer. For the Citizens Committee. 

Senator Smiru. You represent the Citizens Committee ? 

Mr. Mitirr. I represent the Citizens Committee. 

Senator Smirva. Do you say that you want to see S. 1142 put into 
effect or not ? 

Mr. Mutter. Yes. 


; Senator Smira. What do you mean by timeliness? J int it clear 
In my own mind, because we get a great deal of correspondence about 
the failure of Coner ss to act on the Hoover Comn on recommenda 
tions: and if you come in here and say that you do not know whethe1 
it is Burerslowts to pass this parti ‘ular recommendation or not. that 


counts one out, 


Mr. Mruzer. Senator Smith, I said in the beginning that I think tl 


we must say that some things are more important than other thing 

Senator Smirn. Yes, but you do not say so in the literature you si 
out and in the resultant ee » we get, there is no dif- 
ference, ae are either 100 percent for the Hoover recommendatio 
or you are 100 percent agairst them. I am just searchin 


to answer the miail Viel comes tome. If you feel that this is 1 n 
portant now, it would be well for the general public to understand that. 

Mr. Mnuixr. Senator Smith, I do not think the Citizens Committee 
for the Hoover Report is going to have you bombarded with telegrams 
on 8. 1142. 

Senator Smirn. I realize that, but when we are bombarded, and I 
would not call it bombarded, we do get a great deal of mail concerning 
our indifference to all of these recommendations nei we are rated « 
the over-all picture. My question is: if this is not fully important 
it seems to me that it would be well for you people to say so, so that 
the public would say, “Well, 99 of the 100 proposals were in \portant ; 
do not criticize the poor Member of Congress because this particular 
one has not been acted upon.” 

So I am just wondering. You kept saying “timeliness.” I was 
just trying to determine whether you epee there would be economy 
or whether there would be efficiency, or if we c ‘oule | go 
this proposal and count it out for the ti ime bein; 

Mr. Minirr. Senator Smith, we are for eas 

Senator Smiri. That is all I want to know. 

Mr. Miuuer. Thank you. 

Senator Dworsuak. Just one question, Mr. C hairman. 

Mr. Miller, you do not think there would be a greater economy or 
greater efliciency resulting from the transfer of the Selective Service 
System to the Department of Labor, do you / 

Mr. Miter. I do. 

Senator Dworsnax. How would there be any savings in dollars, for 
instance ¢ 

Mr. Miuter. I gave you just an example, Senator Dworshak, of 
here over in the Navy Department where we pay the salaries of naval 
officers to act as liaison between the War Manpower Commission and 
the Selective Service Commission; that is what it really amounted to. 

Senator DworsuaKk. How many men ¢ 

Mr. Mier. I would say half a dozen. 

Senator DworsnaKk. Do they still follow that procedure? 

Mr. Mruuer. I doubt if there are half a dozen doing it now; I doubt 
if there is one man doing it full time. 
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Senator Dworsuak. Well, I think I read something recently to the 
effect that this transfer would save approximately $10 million. Is 
that true? 

Mr. Muer. Might I ask Mr. McCormick, who has made a study of 
the savings, to answer that question ? 

Mr. McCormick. Senator, we think that first of all, as to the savings 
in the Labor Department, we must recognize that the administrative 
costs of the Labor Department as it now exists even with the transfers 
that were effected last year and the year before, are not very great. 
For example, I believe that on these bureaus, the USES and the ‘other 
bureau that wes transferred, the administrative costs, I think, only 
run about $30 million a year or something of that sort. 

The administrative costs of the Selective Service System run about 
$40 million a year and there are various other programs in the Depart- 
ment, but the Department’s administrative costs are not huge. We 
feel that that figure of approximately $10 million for savings that 
was worked up is probably a little bit high but we would think that 
there could be considerable economies through merging field organi- 
zations, through finding more efficient ways to handle the wnemploy- 
ment compensation, through merger of the statistical facilities of 
the Selective Service and of the Department of Labor. 

I think that $10 million is probably high but I would certainly 
think that there are several millions of dollars of savings that could 
be accomplished in the field. 

Senator Dworsnakx. You do think that there would really be a 
consolidation of offices and agencies in the Department of Labor? 

Mr. McCormick. To some extent I think there could be, Senator, 
the use of motor vehicles and the same use of purchasing offices, and so 
forth. Although, of course, the selective service is for the most part 
administered by unpaid citizens. 

Senator Dworsuak. It is under the supervision of the Adjutant 
Generals of the respective States, too, is it not? 

Mr. McCormick. I do not know. 

Senator Dworsuak. I think that istrue. I was just wondering. T 
personally am in favor of mergers and consolidations and particu- 
larly so where they result in oreater economy but it would seem that 
in the maze of potential transfers that migh¢ he made, this is one of the 
more obscure. Possibly some savings could be effected but it just 
does not appear to me offhand that that would be a good place to put 
the Selective Service System because it would still retain its own 
identity without being the beneficiary of any savings as a result of the 
supervision of the Department of Labor. Can you clarify that ? 

Mr. McCormick. Well, not in detail, sir. T think that on such 
things as the statistical services, the manpower studies and that sort 
of thing, there is bound to be duplication and I do believe that there 
could be savings in that field, but, as Mr. Miller has pointed out in 
answering Senator Smith’s question, 214 years have passed since this 
report was written. We have a war now on our hands, a somewhat 
different situation. 

do not see how we could strongly insist upon this transfer in 
view of the changed circumstances. I personally think it would be 
well for the Expenditures Committee to consider the entire problem 
of a Department of Labor which is no longer merely a department 


30 EXPAND THE ACTIWITmoe: arm xv<rx< 


ey ne ee 


ass ar iP ANION OEE A a nt nt 








chan a Nar Ph Nee RASS A AOE a 





- 


EXPAND THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 29 
that works for the welfare of the working class but has become de 
facto, if not in its authorizing statute, a Department of Manpower. 

So that from the long range, excluding the present emergency con- 
ditions, I think that some long- term reorganization of the Depart- 
ment, placing all the manpower in it, would be very wise. 

Senator Dworsiuak. That is all. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Miller, just one other question that I should 
like toask you. In referring tothe Department of Labor, I do not wish 
to be understood as casting any reflection on the Department because I 
believe 1 prefaced my question With the statement that the Depart- 
ment, especially under its able Secretary and the Under Secretary, Mr. 
Galvin, for whom we have the highest regard and respect, is doing a 
competent job and T did not wish to indicate in any way criticism of it. 

But referring to the Hoover Commission recommendation as to why 
it Was not proposed to put the Selective Service under the military, 
the Commission stated, and I quote: 

The Selective Service System should not be placed under the Department of 
Defense because its operation must be objective and not biased or tend toward 
the military. 

My question is: Would not that same objection or that same com- 
ment be in point in regard to the Labor Department which properly, 
and as IL say, it is not criticism, does definitely look to the interests 
of the workers and properly so / 

Mr. Mitier. Senator, you are touching on something that I thiyk 
Mr. McCormick has already made & parti: al answer to. ‘There has been 
this myth and I am sure it is a myth that the Department of Labor 
belongs lock, stock, and barrel to the AFL and the C1O and that they 
are biased, that they are biased by law. 

I think any study of the real intent of that statute setting up the 
Department of Labor was not to turn it over to one croup, It was to 
specify that it was dealing with the problems of workingmen just like 
the Department of Commerce deals with the problems of business. 
That does not mean that the Department of Commerce is a biased 
organization and so help me, I do not find any evidence in my extensive 
dealings with the Labor Department in behalf of management of it 
being biased for either labor unions or any specific group of working 
men. 

Senator O’Conor. May I interrupt you right there? Do you find 
Defense biased in respect to the military / 

Mr. Minter. No, they have a job to do. 

Senator O’Conor. Why did the Hoover Commission then in its 
recommendation state that it should not be put in Defense, because 
Defense is biased in favor of the military ? 

Mr. Miniter. Oh, I think what they were driving at there, Senator, 
is that in time of war or in time of peace we have this natural antip- 
athy, which I think is healthy, of the military with a capital M ge tting 
control of our Government. That goes back as far as the oce upation 
of New England by British troops, as you know. 

In our Constitution and some of our Bill of Rights is directly pointed 
to keeping the military from running civilian affairs. I think we 
feel that this sending up of men, that the selection of men, is a prob- 
lem for civilian neighbors; that we just did not want the Army and 
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the Navy brass to start running that part of our Government; a 
healthy, natural American antipathy. 

Senator O’Conor. I was not finding fault nor was I voicing any 
criticism of the Department. I was trying to determine whether there 
was any inconsistency. I have one other question, Mr. McCormick. I 
um sure you know that our procedure has been to have the entire pro- 
gram adopted as recommended by the Commission and certainly to 
have all the bills acted upon, but we are faced with the fact that there 
are a number that go to make up the whole program and if no action 
is taken in this session these bills will, of course die. It will then, 
as Senator Smith points out, be calculated that a certain percentage 
has not been favorably acted upon. Could you now give us any more 
definite statement as to the attitude of the Citizens Committee at this 
time concerning this particular measure? In other words, I do not 
find any fault with you, because certainly 8 years ago you could not 
have foreseen the present situation and I have no objection or criticism 
to express at all, but I wanted to get the feeling or the attitude of the 
committee since as of this time we have to either act or not act and the 
matter cannot remain open indefinitely because upon adjournment of 
Congress the bill dies. 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. Well, first, as to the selective service 
section of the bill, I think our committee could say formally that we 
are not pressing for that provision in view of the changed circum- 
stances since the report. was written. 

Senator O’Conor. When you say “not pressing,” would you go 
so far as to say that if you were a Member of Congress you would 
not vote for it? 

Mr. McCormick. Unfortunately, I am not authorized to say that 
on any of the Hoover Commission recommendations, sir. 

Senator O’Conor. I do not want to put you on the spot. Whether 
or not you think under all the circumstances it is better for us to act 
one way or the other, that is all I was attempting to find out. 

Mr. McCormick. Certainly the Citizens Committee would harbor 
no complaints whatsoever if that provision were rejected. 

Senator O’Conor. Isee. How about with regard to sections 2 and 3? 

Mr. McCormick. I do not recall which is which. 

Senator O'Conor. Section 2 has to do with the martime. 

Mr. McCormick. As to the maritime, our labor consultant: here 
seems to have knocked the pins out from under the argument on that 
one. Third, as to the study of the industrial hygiene, apparently that 
recommendation is being effected by administrative action. So that 
certainly in our view I would think that, if you are satisfied on the 
third point, that the study of the industrial hygiene is being done, T 
would see no reason why the committee should not kill this bill. 

Senator O’Conor. And with regard to section 2, you think that also? 

Mr. McCormick. We would have no objection, I think, provided 
that the departments concerned give assurance that they are actually 
doing something about the industrial hygiene. I would see no reason 
at all for not killing the bill. 

Senator O’Conor. Senator Smith? 

Senator SmitH. Just one more, if you please. 

It is not my intention either to put anyone on the spot yet it seems 
to us that Congress has done a pretty good job on the Hoover recom- 
mendations. Nevertheless, the Citizens Committee has not been too 
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helpful in having the people of the country understand that, and when 
you come in and say you do not want to take a position on something 
that you have already recommended, even thought it was two and a 
half years ago, it does not make it too easy for Members of Congress. 

We have to be guided by those of you who have studied these pro- 
posals and it would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that someone should 
come to us from the Citizens Committee and say yes or no on these 
things, and then either deduct or give the Congress ‘the benefit in their 
propaganda or their publicity. 

Mr. McCormick. Well. I can say on that, Senator Smith, that it 
is extremely difficult when you are dealing with several hundred very 
complicated matters to keep the general ¢ itizenr y completely informed 
on the details. We, for instance, are planning to send out tens of 
thousands of copies of that report (Senate Document 91) that your 
staff prepared the other day which will bring this matter to the atten- 
tion of the people. We will summarize it and brief it so they will 
know what your committee has done but it is practically impossible to 
guarantee full public comprehension. 

I wish it were possible to have average citizens understand these 
matters in detail but these legislative proposals are just too compli 

cated. 

Senator Smirn. In the publicity that you have put out would it not 
be possible and would it not be helpful if the people could be given a 
note as to the facts of the situation? If these recommendations have 
come up from the White House not entirely as you approved of them, 
if the public could know that, it would be much simpler to act. 

We have hundreds of matters before us all the time, too, and all I 
ask is that the Citizens Committee be as frank to the people about what 
Congress has done as they can be. 

Mr. McCormick. We attempt to be but you know it is not at all 
easy to get good news printed, Senator Smith. 

Senator Smirn. But you do send out letters, do you not ¢ 

Mr. McCormick. Oh, yes, and in those letters we explain in detail 
the situation. 

Senator Smiri. You mean it would not be as good publicity if you 
were to send out a release that Congress had done a good job on the 
Hoover report / 

Mr. McCormick. No, we do say that but it does not get printed. 
We have said that frequently but it has not been printed. I am 
planning to say it before several hundred people in New York on 
Sunday. [am sure my statements will not be printed, unfortunately. 

Senator Saaru. Thank vou, Mr. Chariman. I think that I for one 
would like to find some way to determine just which of these recom- 
mendations that are left the Citizens Committee is going to report 
we have acted on or bave not acted on, if that is possible for the record. 

Senator O'Conor. I quite agree and also, Mr. McCormick and Mr. 
Miller, with respect to the other bills if it happens that in the light of 
changing developments the Citizens Committee feels that any different 
recommendation is necessary, I do not think it is discreditable to 
change one’s mind. I think it is only something that a wise person 
would do in the light of changing conditions and if there are any such 
developments I certainly feel as one member, because I have been very 
heartily in support of the whole program and intend to be, that it 
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would be really helpful to us to have the benefit of the views that 
spokesmen might voice. 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Halpern? 


STATEMENT OF MAX HALPERN, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Senator O'Conor. You are Mr. Max Halpern ? 

Mr. HaAprrn. Yes, sir, 

Senator O’Conor. You are the Assistant General Counsel of the 
Maritime Administration 4 

Mr. Havpern. Yes, sir. In that connection I might first mention 
that although I am actually Assistant General Counsel of the Mari- 
time Administration | appear here as representative of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to which your subcommittee directed its kind in- 
vitation to appear at this hearing. 

It seems to me in view of the information the subcommittee has al- 
ready had from those who have testified that there is not too much 
that I need add and perhaps instead of making any direct comments 
myself I might first ask the subcommittee to incorporate in the record 
the letter of the then Acting Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Thomas 
Davis, to the Honorable John L. McClellan which is dated June 22, 
1951, in which the position af the Department is fully set forth. I 
have copies of those. 

Senator O'Conor. We would be very glad, Mr. Halpern, to incor- 
porate that in the record. 

(The letter follows:) 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, June 22, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Rarpenditures in the Brecutire Department, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in further reply to your communication of 
March 19, 1951, requesting the comments of the Department concerning S. 1142, 
a bill to expand the activities of the Department of Labor in accordance with 
recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government. 

This bill, if enacted, would transfer to the Department of Labor the Selective 
Service System and also the functions of the Federal Maritime Board relating to 
the determination of minimum wages on privately operated subsidized. vessels. 

The Department defers to the opinion of the agencies more directly concerned 
with the location of the Selective Service System with respect to this aspect of 
the bill. However, the Department has a serious interest in the proposed trans- 
fer of functions relating to the determination of minimum wages on subsidized 
vessels, because of the relationship of the Maritime Board to the Department of 
Commerce. 

Under section 301 (a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, the 
Federal Maritime Board has authority to investigate employment and wage condi- 
tions in ocean-going shipping, and to incorporate in contracts entered into pur 
suant to title VI and tithe VIT minimum-manning scales. minimum-wage scales, 
and minimum working conditions for officers and crews employed on vessels 
receiving an operating-differential subsidy. There is no authority or function 
in the Federal Maritime Board or the Maritime Administration to determine 
minimum wages on other privately operated vessels. 

Under section 605 (b) of the 1936 act, as amended, it is provided that in deter- 
mining operating subsidies the amount thereof should not exceed the fair and 
reasonable cost of insurance, maintenance, repairs, wages, and subsistence of 
officers and crews over the estimated fair and reasonable cost of the same items 
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of expense of operation of foreign competing vessels. While this provision 
authorizes the examination and review of wages and subsistence for seamen on 
privately operated vessels, it does not appear that the recommendation for 
transfer of “determinations of minimum wages for seamen on privately operated 
vessels” is intended to transfer any function under section 603 (b). 

The transfer proposed under section 2 was recommended by the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government (Hoover Commis- 
sion) in its report recommending broad reorganization of the Department of 
Lubor. This was recommendation No. 5 (H. Doc. No. 119, Sist Cong., p. 15), 
Which reads as follows: 

“We recommend that the determinations of minimum wages for seamen on 
privately operated vessels should be transferred from the Maritime Commission 
to the Secretary of Labor.” 

The Hoover Commission recommendation was supported as follows : 

‘AS seumen’s wages have become increasingly a matter of international nego 
tiation, and as the managerial responsibilities of the Maritime Commission over 
the shipping industry are reduced by transfer of its executive functions to the 
Department of Commerce, it becomes appropriate for these determinations to be 
made by the Department of Labor where their relation to wages of other indus- 
tries can be evaluated.” 

The reasons advanced as grounds for the recommendation do not appear to be 
persuasive. Also it is not clear why the determination of minimum wages should 
he transferred to the Department of Labor and the authority as to minimum 
manning scales and working conditions retained in the Maritime Board. 

The Department of Labor does not now have control over minimum wages ot 
the major portion of seamen, i. e., those working on private but unsubsidized 
vessels, because the Fair Labor Standards Act provides an exemption from its 
provisions to seamen. 

It seems to the Department of Commerce that there is no reason to disrupt the 
functions of the Maritime Board with regard to the establishment of minimum- 
wage scales which are but one element involved in the problem of determining 
operational subsidies. The manning requirements, working conditions, ete., 
necessarily affect wage scales, and therefore the determinations to be made for 
all of these matters should be made by the same department. 

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would interpose no objec 
tion to the submission of this report. If we can be of further assistance in this 
matter, please call upon us 

Sincerely yours, 
THos. W. S. Davis, 
Acting Secretary of Conmmerce. 


Mr. Haurrrnx. Although I intended to make a brief summary of ~ 
points set forth in that letter I do not think it is actually called for « 
necessary at this time. However, in view of some of the iaalieomis 
and the possibility that your subcommittee might perhaps be labor 
ing under some misapprehension as to this function now performed by 
the Federal Maritime Board, there are two thoughts that occur to me 
that I feel it my duty to bring to your attention. 

First, I believe it is Mr. Miller of the Hoover Commission who last 
testified and indicated to you that while he would not be outraged if 
this function remained with the Federal Maritime Board he seemed to 
premise that observation upon his investigation vesterday at the offices 
of the Federal Maritime Board which disclosed to him that there 
Was just one employee performing this function. 

Now while perhaps as of this very moment there is one employee 
whose particular function is an examination and review of collective 
bargaining agreements and other duties which are directly connected 
with such matters as minimum wages, manning scales, and working 
conditions, the fact of the matter is that the functions under section 
301 (a) of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 entail a considerable 
number of personnel and T do not feel that the committee should labor 
under any misapprehension about that. 
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The determinations required under that statute are of quasi-judicial 
nature. They entail the notice and hearing procedure and compliance 
with the Administrative Procedures Act and it involves the services 
of counsel, witnesses, examiners, and the members of the Board and 
their assistants as well. We have gone through that process and 
will continue to do so and feel that the Federal Maritime Board is 
uniquely adapted to the performance of that function in that 't is a 
quasi-judicial body, a multinumbered Board and, further, it has the 
functions under the Subsidy Act itself which are intimately related 
with matters of cost of labor. 

The other point that occurs to me, Mr. Chairman, is the thought that 
if the subcommittee has and I feel quite certain that it really has not, 
but for fear that it may have, some misunderstanding that this func- 
tion of determination of minimum wages should reside in the Depart- 
ment of Labor in connection with maritime operations because in 
principle that is where it belongs, it should consider also the proposi- 
tion that in this case minimum wages relate only to a comparatively 
small segment of the seamen, that is, members of the crew and officers. 

The seamen who are employed upon subsidized vessels are the only 
seamen for whom minimum wages are presently reviewed or analyzed. 
As I am told there are some perhaps 10,000 or 11,000 seamen now em- 
ployed on Government-subsidized vessels as against some 100,000 
seamen employed upon American-flag vessels. So that some 10 per- 
cent perhaps of the seamen presently employed under the American 
flag are involved. You do not have the principle of uniform treatment 
of seamen for purposes of determining minimum wages, manning 
scales, and working conditions. It is a select group at best that is at 
all involved. 

Senator O'Conor. Mr. H: alpe rm, that is why I asked the other ques- 
tion before so as to bring out that comment as to the interrelationship. 

Mr. Hatrern. You are right. 

The other points I think are quite well covered in the statement of 
the Acting Secretary so I do not think I need take the time of the 
subcommittee although if there are any questions, I would be glad to 
answer them. 

Senator O'Conor, Are there any questions, Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smirn. No. 

Senator DworsnaKk. No questions. 

Senator O’Conor. You have made a very clear statement. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Havprrn. Thank you. 

Senator O'Conor. Mr. Mountin ? 


STATEMENTS OF DR. J. W. MOUNTIN, ASSISTANT SURGEON GEN- 
ERAL AND CHIEF OF BUREAU OF STATE SERVICES; ACCOMPA- 
NIED BY DR. SEWARD MILLER, CHIEF, DIVISION OF OCCUPA- 
TIONAL HEALTH, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Senator O'Conor. For the record you are Dr. J. W. Mountin? 

Dr. Mocuntrin. That is correct. 

Senator O’ConcR. Assistant Surgeon General and Chief of the 
Bureau of State Servic es ¢ 

Dr. Mountin. Yes, si 
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Senator O’Conor. And you, sir, are Dr. Seward Miller, Chief of 
the Division of Occupational Health of the Federal Security Agency ? 

Dr. Mitirr. Correct, sir. 

Senator O’Conor. We would be glad to have the benefit of your 
views, gentlemen. 

Dr. Mountrn. We are here to represent the Feder al Security Agency 
with respect to S. 1142 and particularly section 3 which has to do 
with the joint sttidy on industrial hygiene by the Secretary of Labor 
and the Federal Security Administrator. 

The views of the Administrator were presented to the committee 
in a letter of May 1, 1951. I have nothing to add. We are here 
primarily to answer questions. I might say, however, that the views 
of our Agency as expressed by the Administrator in the letter of May 1 
are substanti: ally in agreement with the viewpoint expressed here this 
afternoon by Mr. Galvin from the Department of Labor. We, how 
ever, have no objection to participating in a study and report to Con 
gress if Congress should conclude that such a study would be valu- 
able but we doubt that a study of this type would be particularly pro- 
ductive at this time. 

We, in fact, through a series of meetings with representatives of the 
Department of Labor have largely achieved the apparent objectives 
of such a study and we believe that such informal administrative 
arrangements should be capable of resolving other questions of simi 
lar nature if they should arise from time to time. 

Of course if there should be any significant expansion of Fed ral 
activities relating to problems of industrial hygiene there might be 
some further occasion for analyzing the proper assignment of admin 
istrative responsibilities but we assume that such questions would be 

taken up at that time by the committee that might be considering such 
legislation. 

“We are here to answer any questions. Dr. Miller particularly from 
our Division of Occupational Health is especially competent in that 
field. 

In other words we feel that through the arrangements mentioned 
we are now ¢ arrying out the intent of the partic stular piece of legisla- 
tion under discussion. 

Senator O'Conor. Doctors, it might be desirable to have on the 
record just what steps have been taken or to what extent the discus 
sions or negotiations have progressed as to the study. 

Dr. Mountin. Would you take that up, Dr. Miller / 

Dr. Mituer. As pointed out by Assistant Secretary Galvin we have 
effected a written agreement on the relative areas of activity, accident 
prevention belonging i in the Bureau of Labor Standards and preven- 
tion of occupational ‘diseases in the Public Health Service. 

In addition we are, where there is close merger of our activities, 
jointly varticipating in training activities for State factory inspec- 
tors. There are joint efforts even now under consideration for jointly 
producing materials on occupational diseases for distribution. The 
whole atmosphere i is one of cooperation and working together. 

Senator O’Conor. Doctor, the only reason we are asking this is to 


vet it on the record so that it would be known. 
Dr. Mituer. Yes. 
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Senator O’Conor. Would you say that the studies which are in 
progress are sufficiently comprehensive to include that which the 
Hoover Commission felt was desirable / 

Dr. Miuuer. Yes, sir; we presented that problem to our advisory 
committee as Mr, Galvin referred to it. It was their opinion, after 
carefully ele ing all sides of the situation, with representatives from 
the Department of Labor there participating and with members of 
organized labor with their official representatives, the CIO and the 
AFL; apd they also feel that we are correctly carrying on and they 
are satished. 

Senator O'Conor. Very good. Is there any indication as to the 
period over which the study will necessarily go on, how long it will 
take / 

Dr. Miniter. Well, we feel that joint efforts should be continuing 
and it should be growing. We expect we should be cong more of 
them. The agreement is already signed and in effect, 

Senator O’Conor. Are there any questions / 

Senator Smirru. No questions. 

Senator O'Conor. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Dr. Mountrix. Thank you. 

Senator O'Conor. Mr. Miles Kennedy ? 


STATEMENT OF MILES D. KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICE, AMERICAN LEGION 


Senator O'Conor. You are Mr. Miles D. Kennedy, director of legis- 
lative service, American Legion ¢ 

Mr. Kennepy. That is correct, sir. 

Senator O'Conor. Mr. Kennedy, we are very glad to have you here. 
We always find vou very help ful in matters of legislation before us. 
I want to ask whether you desire to present a written statement or to 
file it and make any ace ditional views known to us/ 


Mr. Kexxepy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


In view of the time element, if it is satisfactory with you L would 


just as soon file the statement that I left with Mr. Reynolds and ask 
that it be incorporated in the record of the hearing this afternoon. 
Senator O'Conor. That will be done. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF MILes DD, KENNEDY, DrrReECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
rHE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, the American Legion ap 
preciates the opportunity you were good enough to afford it to present its views 
in connection with S. 1142, a bill to expand the activities of the Department of 
Labor in accordance with recoinmendations of the Commission on Organization 
of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

My statement is addressed only to that portion of 8S. 1142 which would trans 
fer the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. 

The American Legion, composed of men and women who are honorably dis 
charged veterans of World War I, World War II, or the Korean emergency, is 
opposed to the transfer of the Selective Service System to the Department of 
Labor. 

The American Legion has and will continue to advocate changes in the Fed 
eral Government which will effect economy and make for smoother and more 
efficient operation, but from the data before us we cannot subscribe to the rec 
olumendation now before your subcommittee 

The American Legion has carefully reviewed the points upon which we base 
our opposition, First, we compared the purposes for which each was organized. 
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The Department of Labor, as is set forth in the act of March 4, 1913, was cre 
ated for the specific purpose of advancing the welfare and opportunities of wage 
earners as set forth in said act creating the Department, to wit: “To foster, 
promote, and develop the welfare of wage earners of the United States, to im- 
prove their working conditions, and to advance their opportunities for profitable 
employment.” 

The Selective Service System was created to achieve an adequate armed 
strength to maintain the security of our Nation. It is clearly stated that the 
selection of manpower would be fair and just, to wit: “The Congress further 
declares that in a free society the obligations and privileges of serving in the 
Armed Forces and the Reserve components thereof should be shared generally, 
in accordance with a system of selection which is fair and just, and which is 
consistent with the maintenance of an effective national economy.” 

It would be inconceivable to assume that one agency of Government specifically 
charged with the responsibility to promote the welfare of one segment of our 
population could assume the functions of another governmental agency respon- 
sible for the selection of manpower for our Armed Forces on a fair and equitable 
basis. This is in no way a criticism of the operation of the Department of Labor 

The recommendations to transfer the Selective Service System to another gov- 
ernmental agency is not without precedent. In fact in the past the Selective 
Service System has operated under the War Department and the War Manpower 
Commission. Following these experiences and on three distinct occasions, the 
agency has been returned to separate status as an independent operating agency 
directly under the President. In this latter form the Selective Service System 
is unparalleled in its successful operation. 

During World War II, 7,000 offices and 200,000 employees, 90 percent of whom 
were uncompensated, registered 50 million men and actually inducted into the 
armed service, 10 million men. Nine years of operation as an independent agency 
has proven conclusively that the Selective Service System, with its decentraliza- 
tion of control to local patriotic citizens, has been highly successful. These un- 
paid local board members, who insure that the privileges and obligations of 
service to one’s country in the Armed Forces can be shared generally, have proven 
that selection can be made on a fair and just basis. 

The recommendation to transfer the Selective Service System to the Depart 
ment of Labor was first advocated by the Commission on the Reorganization of 
the Executive Branch of Government, commonly referred to as the Hoover 
Commission. The reasons which the Hoover Commission advanced for such 
transfer were extremely weak. These are well-known to the subcommittee 
However, for the purpose of clarification we shall restate them. 

Too many agencies report to the President and this number must be reduced. 
In reducing the agencies reporting to the President, they should be grouped ac- 
cording to their main purpose. The Commission cited the fact that the Depart- 
ment of Labor had lost many of its original functions and that in order to con- 
tinue its operation, agencies reporting to the President should be transferred to 
its jurisdiction. The Commission felt that the main purposes of Selective Service 
were more nearly related to the problems of labor than any other and that the 
President could not give them proper over-all supervision. The Commission dis- 
missed the idea of transferring Selective Service to the Department of Defense 
because the military might be biased in their selection and supervision of the 
program, and last, that the selection and induction of manpower from the labor 
forces should have the continual examination which could be provided by the 
Department of Labor. 

In reviewing these recommendations, it first becomes apparent that the se- 
lection of manpower from all walks of life demands an unbiased judgment which 
‘annot be afforded by the Department of Labor. This would most certainly sup- 
port the wisdom of continuing Selective Service as a separate agency reporting 
directly to the President. Secondly, the transfer of activities from the Depart- 
ment of Labor was accomplished primarily because these activities were un- 
related to the functions of that department. The transfer of Selective Service 
would be contrary to this policy because the Department of Labor could not 
comply with the purposes for which it was organized and still select men on a 
fair and just basis. At the present time the Department of Labor has the privilege 
of examining the effect of Selective Service on wage earners, and can make ree- 
ommendations where there appears to be need for improvement or reexamination 
of policy. 

The last and by far the most important consideration is the unpaid board 
member who does not have to consider partisan politics in order to keep his job. 

The local board member can thereby assure that the selection of manpower is 
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just and fair and can insure objectivity in the allocation of manpower among the 
many agencies competing for their services. 

I again repeat the fact that 9 years of highly successful operation as an inde- 
pendent agency speaks well for the maintenance of the Selective Service System 
in its present form. As the agency which will be charged with the induction 
of manpower under the provisions of the universal military training and service 
law, the American Legion feels that the Selective Service System is best qualified 
to handle the local problems which will develop when universal military training 
becomes the law of the land. 

Furthermore, to transfer the Selective Service System to the Department of 
Labor during the current international emergency could not help but result in 
endless delay, chaos, and confusion; all to the detriment of our gallant service 
men and women now fighting the Nation’s battles. Common sense dictates that 
the proposed transfer most certainly should be held in abeyance until the country 
has returned to a peacetime basis. 

Wherefore, in view of the foregoing, the American Legion respectfully requests 
that you disapprove the bill S. 1142 insofar as same proposes to transfer the 
Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. 

Mr. Kennepy. I would just like to call to your attention, Mr. Chair- 
man and Senator Smith, that we are concerned only with section 1 
which is the one that would transfer the Selective Service System to 
the Department of Labor. While we oppose such a transfer, I should 
like to show that our relations with both the Department of Labor and 
with the Selective Service Systems are on very, very friendly terms. 

However, my statement is patterned somewhat along the lines and 
somewhat along the same reasons as General Hershey’s ‘statement. At 
this time I should like to call your attention to the question of savings 
and the fact that thousands and thousands of voluntary people now 
offer their services for the Selective Service. 

If this operation were transferred to the Labor Department, with 
all due respect to the Labor Department, I do not think too many 
of those volunteer people would continue to do the work. With the 
war on I submit that this is not the time to make the change involved. 
It would certainly end up in a certain amount of chaos and delay and 

Lord knows we have enough of that going on now. 

I think, furthermore, in view of the statements made this afternoon 
both by Mr. Miller and Mr. McCormick that the members of the com- 
mittee have an easy out insofar as disposition of section No. 1 is con- 
cerned. I respectfully ask that on behalf of our organization you do 
not report out section 1 of the bill favorably. 

Senator O’Conor. Are there any questions? 

Senator Smirn. No questions. 

Senator O’Conor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you. 

Senator O’Conor. It was our understanding that the Department 
of Defense would have a statement. I am informed that there is such 
a statement which has been submitted and it will be included in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 

THE SeEcRETARY OF DEFENSE, 


Washington, February 1, 1952. 
Hon. HEersert R. O’Conor, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Committee on EHapenditures in the Executive Departments, United 
States Senate. 
Dear Senator O’Conor: This supplements and brings down to date Assist- 
ant Secretary Edwards’ report to you dated May 22, 1951, on the bill S. 1142. hh 
is written pursuant to Mr. Reynolds’ letter of January 26, 1952, indicating that 
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branch file brief statements of their views on this legislation, or, at their election, 
te ‘designate a witness to apear at the hearings scheduled for 2 p. m. Friday, 
February 1, 1952. 

With your indulgence I should like to avail myself of the first alternative and 
respectfully request that you consider this letter a compliance with Mr. Reynolds’ 
request. 

S. 1142 which bears the title, a bill, “To expand the activities of the Depart 
ment of Labor in accordance with recommendations of the Commission on Or 
ganization of the Executive Branch of the Government” would transfer adminis- 
tration of the Selective Service System to the Department of Labor. The Depart- 
ment of Defense recommmends against enactment of this legislation. 

Proper functioning of the Selective Service System is essential to the accom- 
plishment of the mission of this Department relating to the security of the 
United States. Modern warfare and the steps which a modern nation must take 
to insure its national security short of war require the closest coordination of 
all of the country’s resources. Among the most critical of these, especially in 
times of national emergency, is the requirement for a high degre of coordination 
in the utilization of manpower. The selection of manpower with due regard to 
the military and nonmilitary needs of the country requires that coordination be 
effectuated through an agency which is independent from other agencies of the 
executive branch of the Government, particularly those agencies which have a 
specific interest in manpower. 

During World War I the Selective Service did function under the then War 
Department. The Government, however, has advanced far from those days 
in its thinking and capacity to manage manpower problems. The Department 
of Defense strongly urges against any transfer of the Selective Service System 
and favors its continuance of the present independent status. The System has 
demonstrated its effectiveness in procurement of the necessary additional man- 
power for the Armed Forces above and beyoud that obtained through voluntary 
sources. This has been accomplished with due regard for civilian needs and 
has the confidence of the people as a whole. 

The Bureau of the Budget has been consulted and has advised that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Rospert A. LOVETT. 


Senator O'Conor. We are also pleased that a representative of the 
National Federation of American Shipping, Inc., is present. Mr. 
Bailey, we would be happy to hear from you or any of the other 
gentlemen here with you. Would you come forward and give us the 
benefit of your views based on your experience / 


STATEMENT OF FRAZER A. BAILEY, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
AMERICAN SHIPPING, INC. 


Mr. Baitey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator O’Conor. You are Mr. Frazer Bailey and you represent 
the National Federation of American Shipping, Inc. 

Mr. Battey. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommmit- 
tee. I should like to add also that we represent all the companies 
which are operating under operating differential subsidy contracts, 
which are the only companies involved in ae 2 of the act. Iam 
appearing before you in connection with the bill, S. 1142. 

With the subcommittee’s approval I should like to make my state- 
ment very brief. 

It seems from my analysis of the testimony which has preceded me 
that I would-be merely in the position of shelling the woods. First, 
I will confine my remarks to section 2 of the bill. I shall not read it 
because the subcommittee i is thoroughly familiar with it. It relates 
to the transfer of minimum-wage functions from the Federal Mari- 
time Board with reference to subsidized vessels only, to the Depart- 


ment of Labor. 
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Now, the Congress recognized the specialized character of this sub- 
ject at the time of the passage of the 1936 act by incorporating the min- 
imum-wage requirement in the shipping statute under the jurisdic- 
tion of the governmental administrative agency dealing with shipping 
subjects. 

I have included the provisions of the 1936 act in my statement and 
I shall not read that, sir, with your permission. 

The determination of a minimum wage for seagoing personnel is 
specifically exempted from the Fair Labor Standards Act and other 
labor statutes. It must be recognized that Congress understood the 
special and technical character of this subject in exempting it from 
the general laws and placing it where it now stands, under the juris- 
diction of the Government shipping agency. 

The question of a minimum wage for seamen is so interwoven with 
and complicated by collateral matters such as manning scales, work- 
ing conditions, and so forth, and so forth, that it would be extremely 
difficult and, we believe, unworkable to try to administer one part 
thereof under the Department of Labor and another part thereof un- 
der the Maritime Administration. By the same token, and for the 
same reasons, the proper administration of manning scales and work- 
ing conditions would be unworkable if the jurisdiction were trans- 
ferred to the Department of Labor. 

The Hoover Commission, in its recommendation on this subject 
stated : 

As seamen’s wages have become increasingly a matter of international nego- 
tiation, and as the managerial responsibilities of the Maritime Administration 
over the shipping industry are reduced by transfer of its executive functions to 
the Department of Commerce, it becomes appropriate for these determinations 
to be made by the Department of Labor, where their relation to wages in other 
industries can be evaluated. 

While as a matter of broad general principle, we can understand 
why the Hoover Commission thought that any subject which related 
to wages should be under the jurisdiction of the Department of Labor, 
we think that in this instance, and under the circumstances, probably 
not completely understood by a commission making so broad a study 
that it would be contrary to the public interest, labor itself, and the 
American shipping industry, to transfer this specialized and highly 
technical subject from the United States Maritime Administration to 
the Department of Labor. 

In order to support the American standard of living and customary 
American wage levels, the wages paid to American seamen are far in 
excess of anything paid to foreign seamen, and we know of no effort 
to reconcile such differences, through international negotiation as in- 
ferred by the Hoover Commission recommendation. 

In administration of this provision of the law, it has been the gen- 
eral practice of the Federal Maritime Board to rely upon the wage 
levels established by collective bargaining in satisfaction of this pro- 
vision. I suggest to the committee that the matter of a minimum wage 
is intended generally to protect the unorganized worker. Seamen on 
American ships are well organized, and their wage levels are in ex- 
cess of any minimum wage we have heard seriously suggested for gen- 
eral labor laws. As a practical matter, the subject does not require 
consideration at this time. 
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It seems to me that that statement is in conformity with the state- 
ments that all the other witnesses have made. There may be a differ- 
ence in timing, but that is all they said. 

As a further argument, we point out that the minimum-wage pro- 
vision in existing law relates only to vessels operating under operat- 
ing-differential subsidy contracts. The provision is substantially in- 
corporated in the contract between these operators and the Federal 
Maritime Board, which further provide that any increases resulting 
under these contracts will be added to the amount of the operating- 
differential subsidy. We believe that introduction of another Gov- 
ernment agency into this contract relationship would be extremely 
complicated and perhaps unworkable. 

We therefore very respectfully suggest that if the committee is to 
act favorably on S. 1142, that section 2 thereof be stricken. 

That is my statement, sir. 

Senator O’Conor. I thnik you have covered the situation so com 
pletely and impressively that I do not think there is anything further. 
The only point I attempted to make before was to emphasize the fact 
that the Federal Maritime Board with its attention directed to the 
peculiar and extraordinarily important questions under the operating 
differential subsidy program does have the faets right within its 
grasp and that might not very well be treated ge aca by anothet 
department. 

Mr. Batter. ‘That is quite true, Mr. Chairman. T think that the 
Hoover Commission, and it is quite understandable, in their general 
survey on broad economic lines were not thoroughly aware of the 
pee uliarities of this situation. 

The second point which I made so forcefully is that the information 
which is needed for this purpose is already largely in the possession 
of the Government shipping agency whereas any other agency would 
have to develop that itself. It would be my opinion that it would 
result in the reverse of economy and trying to change the administra- 
tion of that section with that kind of complicated chain-reaction 
problem. 

Senator O’Conor. Your prepared statement will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FRAZER A. BAILEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF AMERICAN 
SHrPpineG, INc. 


My name is Frazer A. Bailey. I am president of the National Federation of 
American Shipping, Inc. ‘Through its member associations, the federation rep- 
resents the owners and operators of a majority of privately owned oceangoing 
merchant vessels under American flag and registry. 

I am appearing before your committee in connection with bill S. 1142. 

I will confine my remarks to section 2 of the bill, in which we are primarily 
interested. Section 2 (a) of the bill provides: 

“There are hereby transferred to the Secretary of Labor all functions of the 
Federal Maritime Board relating to the determination of minimum wages on 
privately operated vessels.” 

The Congress recognized the specialized character of this subject at the time 
of the passage of the 1986 act by incorporating the minimum-wage requirement 
in the shipping statute under the jurisdiction of the governmental administrative 
agency dealing with shipping subjects. The provision in the 1936 act under 
title IIT, American Seamen, reads as follows: 

“Section 301 (a) The Commission is authorized and directed to investigate 
the employment and wage conditions in oceangoing shipping, and, after making 
such investigation and after appropriate hearings, to incorporate in the contracts 
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authorized under titles VI and VII of this Act minimum manning scales and 
minimum wage scales, and minimum working conditions for all officers and crews 
employed on all types of vessels receiving and operating-differential subsidy. 
After such minimum manning and wage scales, and working conditions shall 
have been adopted by the Commission, no change shall be made therein by the 
Commission except upon public notice of the hearing to be had, and a hearing by 
the Commission of all interested parties, under such rules as the Commission shall 
prescribe. The duly elected respresentatives of the organizations certified as the 
proper collective bargaining agencies shall have the right to represent the em- 
ployees who are members of their organizations at any such hearings. Every 
contractor receiving an operating-differential subsidy shall post and keep posted 
in a conspicuous place on each such vessel operated by such contractor a printed 
copy of the minimum manning and wage scales, and working conditions pre- 
scribed by his contract and applicable to such vessel :”. 

The determination of a minimum wage for seagoing personnel is specifically 
exempted from the Fair Labor Standards Act and other labor statutes. It 
must be recognized that Congress understood the special and technical character 
of this subject in exempting it from the general laws and placing it where it 
now stands, under the jurisdiction of the Government shipping agency. 

The question of a minimum wage for seamen is so interwoven with and com- 
plicated by collateral matters such as manning scales, working conditions, ete., 
ete., that it would be extremely difficult and we believe, unworkable to try 
to administer one part thereof under the Department of Labor and another part 
thereof under the Maritime Administration. By the same token, and for the 
same reasons, the proper administration of manning scales and working condi- 
tions would be unworkable if the jurisdiction were transferred to the Depart- 
ment of Labor. 

The Hoover Commission, in its recommendation on this subject, stated: “As 
seamen’s wages have become increasingly a matter of international negotia 
tion, and as the manugerial responsibiilties of the Maritime Administration over 
the shipping industry are reduced by transfer of its executive functions to the 
Department of Commerce. it becomes appropriate for these determinations to be 
made by the Department of Labor, where their relation to wages in other in- 
dustries can be evaluated.” 

While as a matter of broad general principle, we can understand why the 
Hoover Comiission thought that any subject which related to wages should 
be under the jurisdiction of the Department of Labor. we think that in this in 
stance, and under the circumstances, probably not completely understood by a 
commission making so broad a study that it would be contrary to the public 
interest, labor itself, and the American shipping industry, to transfer this 
specialized and highly technical subject from the United States Maritime Ad- 
ministration to the Department of Labor. 

In order to support the American standard of living and customary American 
wage levels, the wages paid to American seamen are far in excess of anything 
paid to foreign seamen, and we know of no effort to reconcile such differences, 
through international negotiation as inferred by the Hoover Commission 
recommendation. 

In administration of this provision of the law, it has been the general practice 
of the Federal Maritime Board to rely upon the wage levels established by col- 
lective bargaining in satisfaction of this provision. I suggest to the committee 
that the matter of a minimum wage is intended generally to protect the unorgan- 
ized worker. Seamen on American ships are well organized and their wage 
levels are in excess of any minimum wage we have heard seriously suggested 
for general labor laws. As a practical matter, the subject does not require con- 
sideration at this time. 

As a further argument, we point out that the minimum-wage provision in exist- 
ing law relates only to vessels operating under operating-differential subsidy 
contracts. The provision is substantially incorporated in the contract between 
these operators and the Federal Maritime Board, which further provide that any 
increases resulting under these contracts will be added to the amount of the 
operating-differential subsidy. We believe that introduction of another Govern- 
ment agency into this contract relationship would be extremely complicated and 
perhaps unworkable. We therefore very respectfully suggest that if the com- 
mittee is to act favorably on 8S. 1142, that section 2 thereof be stricken. 


Senator O'Conor. We are very grateful to you, sir. 
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Mr. Battey. I appreciate having had the opportunity to appear 
before this committee. 

Senator O’Conor. The committee has also received a letter from 
Mr. Francis V. Keesling, Jr., of San Francisco, Calif., World War 
II chief liaison and legislative officer, National Headquarters, Selec- 
tive Service System, which is similar to the views expressed by General 
Hershey, Director of Selective Service System. Without objection, 
Mr. Keesling’s letter will be included in the hearing at this point. 


WaAsHtneron 6, D. C., June 23, 1951 
Hon. Joun L. MeCLeLian, 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Erpenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: You will recall that for 5 years beginning before 
Pearl Harbor and ending October 1945, I was with the National Headquarters, 
Selective Service System, finally serving in the rank of colonel as chief liaison 
and legislative officer. 

In the course of my functions in maintaining policy liaison with the congres- 
sional committees and Members of Congress and also with the executive depart- 
ments and representatives of private organizations, both labor, management, and 
others having representatives in Washington, I necessarily obtained a compre- 
hensive view of Washington operations. In view of the mistakes which were 
made during that time, I fully intended long before this to prepare a statement 
and file it with you and your colleagues on the committee so that you would 
have the benefit of these views for whatever value they may be to you when con- 
sidering manpower planning proposals and legislation. Among other items, this 
statement should be considered in connection with pending bills S. 1142, H. R. 
3115, and H. R. 3681 proposing to transfer the Selective Service System to the 
Department of Labor, which should never be done as indicated in the enclosed 
statement. . 

I shall submit under separate cover to you from San Francisco upon my return 
there Monday, the exhibits mentioned in the report. 

In the event you desire additional details, I have considerable data which 
may also be of use and interest on this subject. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
Francis V. Kerestine, Jr 


STATEMENT BY FRANCOIS V. KEESLING, JR., OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., WORLD WAR 
Il CHIEF LIAISON AND LEGISLATIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, SELECTIVE 
SERVICE SYSTEM 


SOME OF THE MAJOR PROBLEMS AND DANGERS OF INADEQUATE MANPOWER 
MOBILIZATION 


From personal experiences at Washington during World War II, I have good 
reason to be greatly alarmed over the serious consequences which could result 
from failure to provide a completely adequate manpower program for use during 
the next major mobilization. 

Failure to put into effect a completely adequate manpower program during 
World War II was one of the major causes of the postwar inflation which since 
then has been fissioning and refissioning. 

Such failure also impeded our war effort and jeopardized our national economy 
and security. Unless preventive measures are taken now, even greater mistakes 
may be made next time which could cause the entire mobilization structure to 
collapse, both the military and war production. 

Let me tell you how and why manpower mobilization could collapse in whole or 
in part and cause great and possibly irreparable injury to our war effort and 
our economy. 

First of all, if during full-scale mobilization, the Selective Service System 
ever became suspected of granting deferments on a political or any other unfair 
basis, it would not be long before registrants and their families might not abide 
by its decisions, Also, the morale of those already in the fighting forces would 
be disrupted. Therefore, it is imperative to avoid even the slightest suspicion 
of political or other bias. Experience has disclosed that to avoid such suspicion 
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the Selective Service System must be an independent agency at the Washington 
level and must not be under the domination of any department having either a 
special interest in inductions or in deferments. Consequently, various proposals 
during past years to have Selective Service transferred to the Department of 
Defense, or to the Department of Labor, or elsewhere, have been turned down 
as potentially dangerous. Also, every suggestion to place the local selective 
service boards under the control of any agency such as the United States Em- 
ployment Service at the local levels, have likewise been properly set aside and 
defeated. Such proposals must continue to be defeated, as history has proven 
that there is no better substitute for an independent Selective Service System 
operating with uncompensated local board members. No substitute can assure 
the same effectiveness and the same impartiality, or be assured of the same 
wholehearted acceptance by millions of registrants, their families and employers. 

During World War II it became necessary for me to prevent other agencies 
from taking over some or all of the selective-service functions. [I mention this 
as an illustration of how major matters can slide by at Washington unless some 
one steps in to prevent it. Unless preventive measures are taken, pending legis 
lation (S. 1142, H. R. 3315, and H. R. 3681) proposing to trunsfer the Selective 
Service System to the Department of Labor could be enacted by default. I am 
convinced that the Senators and Congressmen who introduced the bills were not 
made aware of all of the facts. During the past 3 weeks I have taken the ini 
tintive at Washington to see to it that they will be apprised of the true facts. 
When they have considered them, and when they are asked the same questions 
I shall now ask you, I feel reasonably sure that the proper answers and solutions 
will be forthcoming. Do you believe that the Department of Labor which is 
charged with being the special advocate and guardian angel of labor should con- 


trol selective service policies and operations? Do you believe that paid Gov-. 


ernment employees of local United States Employment Service offices operating 
under directives from the Department of Labor should supersede the unpaid 
members of selective service local boards and make the all-important decisions as 
to which men go to war and which are deferred? Do you believe that deferred 
registrants and others on the home front would rather have the selective service 
local boards administer home-front war production manpower controls instead 
of having such controls administered by local United States Employment Service 
offices? If you were a registrant, what would be your choice? 

During World War II strenuous attempts were made to take occupational 
deferment determinations away from the Selective Service System and turn them 
over to the United States Employment Service local offices. Other attempts were 
ulso made to take over control of the entire system from top to bottom. Those 
attempts and their partial, but short-lived success, made our regular duties and 
functions much more difficult. 

Also, when consideration was being given to the imposition of controls on 
war production manpower, the same persons tried to have those controls exercised 
by the United States Employment Service rather than by selective service local 
boards, 

It has always been my position that the uncompensated local board members 
at the lower levels should make the decisions not only as to which men should go 
into the Armed Forces and which ones should be deferred, but should also make 
the decisions with respect to the stabilization and transfer of war workers. 
Board manpower policies must of course be made by some over-all national 
hoard of directors, such as the office of War Mobilization in World War II, the 
NSRB or DPA. Obviously, there is a very important part for the Department 
of Labor and the local Unit States Employment Service offices to take along 
with all the other special interest departments in the over-all manpower mobili- 
zation program. They, of course, have expert information and data which should 
be made available to the Selective Service System by way of advice, both at the 
national and loeal levels. There are also other agencies at the national and 
local levels which must make their expert advice and data available so that 
selective service decisions can be properly formulated and made only after con 
sideration of such expert evidence. That is exactly the way the Selective Service 
System operated in World War IT in connection with its military induction and 
deferment processes. It continually received and utilized all of the data and 
advice made available by the various Government departments having particular 
expert knowledge and data with respect to war manpower matters in their par- 
ticular fields. However, during World War II certain Government officials 
working in close conjunction with special interest groups prevented use of ade- 
quate war production manpower controls by the Selective Service System. 
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During the first years of World War II, President Roosevelt and some of his 
top officials failed to take a definite position on manpower controls. Those who 
took a definite position didn’t do all they could have to get proper action. When 
the situation became critical because of lack of an adequate program, President 
Roosevelt belatedly requested the enactment of legislation. Under such legisla- 
tion selective service would have administered the manpower controls. How- 
ever, certain persons flagrantly violated the President’s official directives (see 
appendix A) when they pressured to have the United States Employment Service 
handle it under different legislation from that which the President requested. 
This action resulted in such confusion that the legislation requested by the 
President became deadlocked in the Senate after having passed the House of 
Representatives. 

On a previous occasion President Roosevelt upon receiving a proposed national- 
service bill from Grenville Clark, instructed the WMC to study the subject and 
recommend a bill for use when and if the President decided manpower controls 
would be required. After weeks of hard work a WMC special committee com- 
pleted its draft of the legislation calling for controls to be administered by 
selective service. Can you believe that such legislation, though prepared by 
representatives of member agencies of the Commission, was arbitrarily pigeon- 
holed, and that a substitute prepared by the staff of the WMC was submitted 
to the President in its place? The substitute provided for USES as the operating 
arm, and followed in substance a bill prepared in the Social Security Agency 
before Pearl Harbor. 

On another occasion a speech I planned to present before the Commonwealth 
Club of California was ordered canceled the day before the speech in the Presi- 
dent’s and Justice Byrne’s absence from Washington, although it had been 
cleared with General Hershey and was on all fours with the legislation request 
ed by the President. I ought to know, because I drafted that legislation, and 
prepared the speech in explanation and support of its provisions. For those 
interested in this point, I am including in the appendix a copy of the “best speech 
I never made.” (See appendix B.) 

As a very poor and unworkable substitute for adequate manpower controls 
during World War II an attempt was made to control war production manpower 
through the United States Employment Service offices operating under the so- 
called War Manpower Commission. The record conclusively shows that this 
failed for two reasons: (1) Insufficient teeth to enforce controls, and (2) the 
fact that local United States Employment Service officers were unable to hold 
the line against the pressure and requests for permission to transfer, and hence 
issued certificates of availability in large volume. On the other hand, you and I 
know that the local selective service boards in a fair and impartial manner 
could have held that line by making forthright decisions and sticking to them, 
for they had become experienced in withstanding all of the pressures to which 
they were subjected in the course of their induction and deferment procedures. 
In addition, vou will realize that during a major mobilization, local boards will 
already have a close relationship with millions of deferred registrants in the 
course of classifying them for induction or deferment. The boards will have full 
and complete data as to occupational skills, financial status, dependency, physi- 
eal and mental conditions, and so forth. Having deferred these registrants, the 
Boards are also in a much better position than any other agency to deal with 
them and have them abide by war production manpower directions. Also, why 
waste money and scarce manpower in creating or expanding many new agencies 
and offices which under any objective consideration could not possibly do the job 
as well. In fact, there are many who believe that there is grave danger of com- 
plete breakdown if new and untested machinery were utilized in operating the 
type of legislation proposed by the staff of the War Manpower Commission and 
the United States Employment Service during World War II. Unfortunately, 
many took the comparatively smooth operation of the Selective Service System 
during World War IT for granted without realizing the years of planning and 
preparation that made that possible. Thank God we had that planning and 
preparation, for we thereby avoided the pitfalls of prior mobilizations. Let’s not 
start eff from seratch with any untested machinery and plans as substitutes for 
tried and snecessful machinery and procedures. 

And now let me explain why it is necessary to have adequate war manpower 
controls during a major mobilization. 

Early in World War IT and at a time when we had taken only a compara- 
tively small number of men inte the Armed Forces, we were already faced with 
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war production manpower problems. Demands for manpower were increasing 
while supplies were decreasing. Gradually there was a noticeable shift from 
lower paid, less attractive jobs to higher paid, more attractive jobs. Then there 
began the ebb and flow—the shifting and reshifting—even among the higher 
paid jobs. You will all recall the tremendous manpower turn-over and absentee 
problems of war industries, and the resultant great loss of man hours. The 
multiple and compounding impacts of turn-over, including burdening transpor- 
tation, housing, commmunity facilities, and the expense and confusion of con- 
tinual recruiting have been stated by me many times in congressional testimony 
oh my humerous appearances on manpower matters. As time went on and more 
and more millions of men were taken into the Armed Forces, the situation be- 
came nore and more acute. Anyone stopping to think for a moment will realize 
that we cannot take millions of men out of the labor force without creating 
manpower shortages and hence greater pressures for increased wages in order 
to compete for personnel. That is exactly what happened in the absence of 
Selective Service being given the authority to require deferred ITV—F’s and other 
war workers to stay at their jobs. Management pressured the then War Labor 
Board for wage increases in order to be able to engage in competitive wage wars 
solely for the purpose of competing for manpower and without regard to what 
was fair pay for any particular job. As Uncle Sam was paying the way under 
cost-plus contracts, prices remained fairly well stabilized, but the seeds of post- 
war inflation were being sown. 

Runaway wages, together with loss of man-hours from continuous job shifting 
and absenteeism greatly adds to the shortage of manpower and necessarily 
aggravates the problems of both war effort and nonwar effort activities. Then 
on top of that come all the other impacts of inflation. 

During the next major mobilization the situation will be even worse unless 
adequate war production manpower stabilization and utilization controls are 
imposed under a fair and impartial program operated by the Selective Service 
local boards which have such a close and psychological relationship with the 
millions of IV-F’s and other deferred registrants. Because of this relationship, 
registrants will more readily comply with the requests of selective-service 
boards than those of any other agency. 

A glance at the following figures conclusively shows the much greater impact 
mobilization will have next time. 


19389 1444 19A0 
Total labor force 54, 450. 000 #5, 890, 000 | #4, 599, 000 
Civilian Se ie 55, 230, 000 AS, 630, 000 63, 099, 000 
Employed 5, 750, 000 43, 960, 000 59, 957, 000 
Unemployed ; y 9, 489, 000 670, 000 %, 142, 000 
Armed Forces 220, 000 11, 260, 000 1, 500, 000 


You will note that in 1950 there was no large reserve of unemployed such as 
existed in 1939, Also you will note that although we had a much smaller number 
in the Armed Forces in 1950 than in 1944, there were more persons in the labor 
market in 1950, including those in the Armed Forces, than were in the labor 
market in 1944, at the height of the war. Consequently, each man inducted or 
ordered into the Armed Forces at this time causes a greater impact than was 
caused in 1944 when war production was at full peak and our Armed Forces 
almost at full strength. Obviously, therefore, any major mobilization in the 
near future will have a greater impact and will necessarily, require adequate war- 
production manpower controls.to prevent wage pressures leading to inflation, and 
to prevent other impacts on our war effort and our economy. 

In addition to the ravages caused by war-induced inflation resulting in part 
from inadequate manpower controls on the home front, the same lack of controls 
during large-scale mobilization prevents a smooth and proper operation of Se- 
lective Service induction and deferment processes. That in turn causes dissatis- 
faction among registrants and inductees together with their families, as well as 
causing much unnecessary disruption of war plants: Here is what happens: A 
Selective Service local board in your industrial area works out a deferment 
schedule with a war plant based on fair estimates of the time it should take for 
that plant to recruit and train replacements for the vulnerable draft-age work- 
ers. But without manpower controls, even though the plant is able to get re- 
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placements, it finds that it loses other workers to other jobs in ever-increasins 
rates of turn-over. It also finds that the loss of maupower from job shifting 
coupled with the loss of man-hours from absenteeism induced in part by higher 
wages requires the plant management to ask Selective Service for extension of the 
deferments of their draft-eligible men, and so on and on ad infinitum. When 
such repeated requests for extension of deferments are sought, Selective Service 
then has the very difficult choice, which used to be called our “operation dilemma, 
of either inducting the workers anyway and causing a disruption of war plants, 
or of deferring those most vulnerable men and inducting other registrants from 
higher priority categories, such as veterans, fathers, older registrants, and so 
forth. Of course morale questions are raised if Selective Service continues to 
defer young single men for unreasonably long periods of time while inducting 
men from higher priority categories. If during a major mobilization Selective 
Service could require 4-F’s and others to remain at war jobs, and, to the extent 
necessary, to shift from nonwar work to war work, then Selective Service could 
induct the young single men according to reasonable deferment schedules worked 
out with plant management. Under such a system, the military would get the 
best qualified manpower for its purposes, industry would receive reasonable 
deferments under businesslike replacement schedules permitting them to obtain 
replacements before their essential men were inducted, and war plants would be 
able to keep their 4—F’s and other higher priority registrants, and to obtain addi 
tional war workers from among other deferred registrants with which to carr) 
on essential war production satisfactorily. Under such a program, the pressures 
for increasing wages as one of the most unworkable and dangerous 
methods of obtaining and stabilizing manpower would be nonexistent. 

Such a manpower program can be worked out with the full participation and 
cooperation of labor and management so as to insure a minimum of controls 
and the maximum protection of the usual processes of labor and management. 
On the other hand, if management and labor who have everything at stake in 
preserving our national economy and security, and in the very survival of our 
country itself, do not acquaint themselves with this subject and see to it that 
proper plans are made and carried out, there is grave danger that improper 
programs will be pushed through by certain perhaps well-intentioned but im- 
practical Washington planners or by some organized minority having selfish 
motives, or bg a combination of the two. We must be prepared to defeat any 
wishy-washy stopgap sort of program containing inadequate controls, while at 
the same time we must be prepared to defeat any program whieh contains any 
unnecessary degree of control or regimentation. And in any event.’we must 
be prepared to defeat any plan proposing to have the controls administered by 
any agency or machinery that would not assure the same impartiality and effec- 
tiveness as the Selective Service System operating through its local boards com- 
posed of unpaid civilian neighbors. 

Let us not forget that Joe Stalin is vitally interested in having us adopt 
inadequate and unworkable manpower plans. A manpower mobilization break- 
down would be one of his most effective weapons. On the other hand, a proper 
manpower program is one of our most effective Weapons; an inadequate one 
may prove to be our Achilles’ heel. We must, therefore, continually be on 
the alert against the activities of enemy agents who through subtle propaganda 
and other means may attempt to cause confusion and a breakdown in our man- 
power mobilization during any major effort. In this regard all interested parties 
must see to it that Washington officials have all of the facts, and that 
face them objectively. 

I am very pleased to state that during my many relationships with the 
Congress and with its committees. they usually came through with flying colors 
when they had the benefit of all the facts on national defense subjects 

But we must be sure the true facts are presented to expose any untrue propa 
gandized facts and conclusions based thereon. Beware of convincing-sounding 
statements coming sometimes from persons in high places without first checking 
the basis for such statements, as sometimes they are statements of conclusion 
and not of fact. During World War IT some persons in high places stated that 
Selective Service was not equipped to handle this funetion or that funetion, 
or that manpower controls if handled by the United States Employment Service 
would be the voluntary method as distinguished from the slave-labor method, 
and so forth. Actnally an examination would have revealed that the so-called 
USES voluntary way involved much more real danger of slave labor and regi 
mentation than the Selective Service way which would in fact involve the maxi- 
mum of voluntary cooperation and the barest minimum of compulsion, and then 
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only on a selective, fair, and impartial basis. The situation was so bad that 
two leading private officials, one representing a large national association of 
businessmen, and the other an important union, testified against an essential 
manpower bill as involving slave labor while at the same time advocating in 
their testimony a program providing for exactly the same machinery and pro- 
cedures as was set forth in the bill. It turned out that neither of them had 
read the bill; the only explanation is that they had been the victims of effective 
propaganda. As a matter of fact these two men turned out to be the best 
witnesses for the bill although they technically had vehemently opposed it. 
(See appendix C.) 

When the House conunittee and the House of Representatives were given all 
the facts, they voted down all attempts to substitute other machinery for the 
Selective Service System, by overwhelming votes, and the bill itself finally passed 
the House on February 1, 1945. In view of my efforts I was given the gavel used 
in the House that day by Speaker Sam Rayburn. 

Many outstanding Americans such as Bernard M. Baruch, Grenville Clark, 
the Secretaries of War and Navy, the Chairman of the War Production Board, 
the Chairman of the War Shipping Administration, Hon. Warren Austin, and 
many outstanding Members of Congress recognized the need for effective man- 
power controls and the use of effective machinery, but unfortunately some of 
the Government officials didn’t do all they should have to bring about those 
controls. As an illustration of the prevalent views in the House committee and 
in the House debate, I am inserting in the appendix excerpts from the debate. 
(See appendix D.) The entire debate will be found in the Congressional Record 
for February 1, 1945, and preceding days. The committee hearings will be found 
in connection with H. R. 1119, Seventy-ninth Congress. 

In spite of President Roosevelt's request to have the bill passed without bring- 
ing up controversial amendments, such amendments were introduced though 
definitely known to be controversial, and the record discloses that the sponsors 
were aided and abetted by staff members of the War Manpower Commission. 

That our war effort in World War II was jeopardized by not having adequate 
manpower controls is conclusively proved by the report of the Sparkman com- 
mittee made within 2 weeks of V-J day. That report shows the serious man- 
power failure in west coast installations at that time and the failure of liaison 
to and from the west coast and of proper coordination at Washiqgton. (Copy 
of the report is in appendix E.) 

We must wake up to the realization that enemy agents are not merely those 
in the direct employ of enemy governments, but that the most effective agents 
are those do-gooders and those nonpractical theorists both in and out of Gov- 
ernment who, from lack of practical experience, may vehemently sponsor un- 
workable and impracticable highly theoretical programs and plans, or who have 
as their goals socialism or other isms, via social and economic revolutions in 
the course of the operation or failure of a manpower program. Such persons, 
though probably for the most part sincere and patriotic Americans, propose 
their impractical programs and oppose practical programs, either on their 
own initiative or as a result of unknowingly adopting logical sounding propa- 
ganda skillfully prepared and disseminated by paid enemy agents. Such unpaid 
und unintentional enemy agents are even more effective than the paid agent, 
for those who are bona fide Americans can openly and perpetually fight for their 
unworkable programs while dynamiting feasible proposals. Workable plans 
were sabotaged in World War II, and so in formulating any future war-effort 
programs, we must guard against any similar sabotage. no matter how well 
intentioned, 

Now, how about Universal Military Training (UMT)? I have said that 
(Congress usually Comes up with the proper action on national defense legislation 
provided it is given all the facts. In this regard, I am convinced that if Congress 
is shown the need for having X numbers of competent trained reserves available 
at all times in addition to those in the standing Armed Forces, it will act wisely 
and properly. Once the need is explained. simply and clearly, then the method of 

taking care of that need, in this case providing for the procurement and training 
of the required numbers of men, can be readily determined and agreed upon. In 
my opinion any supersales attempt to “sell” Congress the method without first 
disclosing the facts proving the need, is putting the cart before the horse, and is 
entirely the wrong approach. In the first place if the need is there and the project 
is meritorious, any supersalesmanship does more harm than good. Congress 
won't swallow any medicine called UMT merely beeanse of an all-out advertis- 
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ing Campaign using the slogan “Congress should use UMT.” No, the reason why 
it must use something is the first step. When it is convinced that there must be 
X numbers of trained reserves, it is obvious that it must use something to provide 
them. In other words the means isn’t what justifies the end. And so there can 
be no mistake concerning my views, I am convinced we must have a certain 
number of competent reserves available at all times. I am also convinced that 
whether it is decided to train all or only a portion of each age group, there must 
always be a Selective Service System to process and procure manpower during 
any major mobilization. Anyone who says that we can abolish selective service 
forever if we have UMT or train all of our young men by some other means, 
doesn’t know what he or she is talking about (see appendix F), and isn’t familiar 
with the gross mistakes made in the long history of many manpower mobjwiza- 
tions. You all know the problems which have occurred when the armed services 
attempted to select limited numbers of reservists for active duty during the 
present emergency. Let’s assume that we had trained all of our men before 
they reached 21 years of age and that 24 years elapsed. Will anyone dare say that 
the armed services could effectively process on a selective basis more than 30 
million men between 21 and 45 years of age, and make the decisions as to which 
of them should be called to active duty and which should be deferred? The 
answer is obvious. Consequently, there must always be selective service plan- 
ning, and in connection therewith the Selective Service System could be used 
in the procurement of men for any UMT program. 

A look at the Washington situation discloses a vital need for private officials 
and industries to intervene. An objective appraisal of the Washington picture 
shows too much confusion in the Federal Government. Many avoidable mistakes, 
serious Ones, were made during World War II and continue to be made. Private 
officials and industries are partly to blame because they have not intervened and 
participated sufficiently and insisted on the formulation and execution of proper 
policies. 

Among other things, private officials should insist that the Government de- 
partments be streamlined. Unnecessary expense and resultant inflation are 
only a part of it. Great confusion and red tape exist when and if there is an 
everloading and duplication of personnel both within and among agencies. Too 
much unnecessary personnel costs tremendous sums. Too much duplicating and 
overloading of personnel causes innumerable jurisdictional conflicts within and 
among agencies resulting in the red tape of countless clearances and buck-pass- 
ings. The expense of having a lot of personnel cluttering up an agency is bad 
enough. Trying to get important projects cleared through all the titles and by 
innumerable officials is even worse. Both businessmen and worth-while Govern- 
ment officials trip over the deadwood and red tape. 

Also, when there is too much personnel and red tape within individual agen- 
cies, and when you multiply that by too many bureaus, super-bureaus and super- 
super-bureaus, meritorious and essential projects get lost in the mass of con- 
fusion unless almost superhuman, sustained efforts are used. 

During World War II there was an unbelievable deficiency in liaison between 
Washington and the various parts of the country concerning the problems of 
those engaged in war effort or related activities. Even when facts would get 
through to Washington, often no proper solutions to the problems were formu- 
lated because they got lost in the vast shtfile. (See appendix, last part of D.) 
Part of the trouble was that very successful deferrment to progress known as the 
interagency meeting. Properly set and handled it is excellent, but so often it 
consisted of getting a large group of Washington “planners” together who would 
sit around and dream up what they thought the facts were or should be in 
the outlying sections of the country, and would then try to formulate policies, 
directives, memoranda, releases, orders, and so on. 

General Hershey quite successfully broke up some of these meetings when 
he’d inject some realism at the appropriated time by asking, ‘‘Now tell me, just 
how is this going to work in Angola, Ind.?” 

I had to do likewise or use other methods to defeat improper proposals or 
get proper action on vital projects soon enough to be effective. 

Situations continue to occur disclosing poor liaison, and the jumping to con- 
clusions and the taking of action without first obtaining and considering the 
true facts, and then exercising sound judgment and proper public relations with 
respect to whatever action is taken. 

Under the circumstances, I respectfully submit that every patriotic Govern- 
ment official, every citizen, and every business has an interest, and should inter- 
vene insofar as possible, by insisting that the Government departments be 
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streamlined and properly staffed, and that there be proper coordination and 
operations at the Washington level. Efforts along such lines by commissions and 
congressional committees should be supported. 

With respect to the Nation’s fight against inflation, I recommend that it be 
not confined solely to removing duplication, waste, and nonessential expendi- 
tures in the nonmilitary departments of the Federal Government, but should 
extend that effort to include the military as well. The vast bulk of our Federal 
taxes and expenditures are going into national defense. There is no reason to 
give the military and other defense agencies blank checks and hold them com- 
pletely unaccountable. We must subscribe to the slogan “Billions for the essen- 
tials of national defense, but not a penny for waste or duplication either in or 
out of the military.” Without adequate safeguards and continued vigilance by 
Congress and all interested parties, including the top military leaders them- 
selves, duplication, and unnecessary waste can occur in the Military Estab- 
lishment and other defense agencies as well as elsewhere. 

In seeking to curtail expenditures both in the nondefense and in the defense 
program, we must guard against false economy. There must not be a curtail- 
ment of the essential activities of the civilian agencies or of any of the essential 
activities of the defense agencies. We must not blindly urge blanket rule-of- 
thumb budget cuts, but must see to it that the requests for funds are analyzed 
in sufficient detail so that unnecessary or deferrable items will be eliminated or 
deferred while at the same time assuring that projects which must be undertaken 
or completed without delay are provided funds. In this connection it may be 
necessary to increase the staff of congressional appropriations and expenditures 
in executive department committees and other pertinent committees and of 
the Bureau of the Budget. It may also be necessary to supplement the activities 
of Congress, congressional committees, and the Bureau of the Budget by creating 
a permanent budget commission with lifetime members and stringent qualifi- 
cation requirements for membership, together with career-men staffs, in order 
to assure completely fearless and objective action. 

World War II and the period since then have brought many problems. Those 
and other problems are becoming more and more complex. It is imperative 
that all of us, jointly and severally, recognize that we have a vital interest 
and responsibility in helping solve those problems. Our survival, literally and 
tiguratively, may depend on how much we do. 

(Note.—The exhibits referred to were not submitted to the committee. ) 


Senator O’Conor. The hearing will be concluded, unless there is 
someone present who would like to be heard. 

Apparently there is not, and therefore the hearing is concluded. 
Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 3:50 p. m., the subcommittee concluded the 
hearings. ) 


x 





i 
. é ae RRNA ae ITIL NNR IF AI 1 





